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. SPEECH AND.WAYS. OF SPEAKING
IN-A BILINGUAL PUERTO RICAN COMMUNITY

I, Introduction "’

1.0 .Backgrourid

The ‘Language Policy Tagsk Force of the Center for.

‘Puerto Rican Studies has long been interested in |

questions of language choice, “distribution and use among

Puerto Ricans in the United States, especially as these

" relate to education and culture; Over the past eight

years we have been investigating language,behavior in
El'Barrio.(East Harlem) in New York City, one of the oldest

Puerto Rican. communities in the U.S. Our work has been

‘based on ethnographic observation of language use.in'its

social context within the community and until recently
e

concentrated primarily on the examination of attitudes

~ held toward languages and their 3001opolitical 1mp11cations

and the quantitative sociolinguistic analysis of certa1n
lingulstic processes and features.

Our first research project (Language Policy Task
Force 1980) indicated that this is a stable non-diglossic
bilingual community in which Spanish and English are viable ;
in all domains of interaction separately and in a mixed‘
form known as code- switching which maintains the structural
integrity of both languages (see also.Pedraza, Attinasi

and Hoffman 1980). Residents value their bilingualism and

- see the oral maintenance and literate elaboration of

.8
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Spanish, along with the acquisition of similar skills

" in English, as a desideratum for their community, with

bilingual education serving as a prfmatj tool in the
attainment of that goal (Attinasi 1979). Members of

this spéechpcommunity also recdgnize that their varieties

- differ in‘éertaih:regards_from those of other Hispanics

and from those of other English-spgak#ng Ngw Yorkers. .
Our quantitative research ipto plural_marﬁﬁng (?6p1ack

1980), code-switching (Poplack.1978, 1979; Sankoff and

: Poplack 1980), and verb system structure (Pousada and

Poplack 1979), characterizes Pﬁerto Rican Spanish as a
distinct variety-eﬁisting in a lahguage Contagt_sitﬁation ;
bﬁt.nevertﬁeléss retaining the essential structure of |
standard Spanish. o . | | |

While there does appear to be a‘shift in preference

. toward English on the part éf the youﬁger generation of

this community: the functioniﬁg of a language revitalization

life cyéle appears to prevent such shift from resulting

. in language loss or death. In the course of.this cycle,

young adults temporarily abandon Spanish in adolescence-"
only to fevive it once they begin raising fémilies of their’
own. In addition, thé circularity of the migration process
Between Pﬁefto Ricp'and N.Y.C. plus the migration and
expansion of other Hispanic groups.points to the continued
maintenance of Spamish. A bilingual communlty with a strong

Puerto (Rican identity seems likely to contiﬁue at least until

-




the end of this century.

e

.QH‘ second project (Lanéuage Policy Task Force )
1982) furtheredfthe‘inquiry by-considering'in more.detail
the intergenerational/dimensions-of bilingualism in this
community via the 1inguistic behavior of the children
of these adults. It was primarily. concerned with four
mutua11y independent issues which confront the bilingual
individual as she/he passes from infancy to childhood and
then to adulthood - language choice, language change,
1anguage use, and language 1earning - as well. as their__
ramifications for. the conmunity's educational future.

The report confirmed among other things that this
is definitely a stable bilingual community in which
individual bilingualism-is increasingly the norm. While-
there is_interaction betweeﬂ Englisn and Spanish,wthe |
‘Spanish 1inguistic‘9ystem has not been destroyed.in this
1anguage contact s1tuation and both younger and older
. speakers. agree for the most part in the way in which
" English words are to enter Spanish monolingual discourse
(Poplack, Pousada, and Sankoff 1982). _

Further evidence of this intergenerational
»continuity can be seen\in the way in which.the children
have acquired the 1inguistic norms of the adults.at a
very early age. They know how to choose appropriate
language varieties for particular inter10cutors and

‘gsituations and have also made choices as to how to present

*ihemselves linguistically. ' The report singled out a

o7
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| f" : 3.‘ What relatibnship d0'differept linguistic and’
-social_levels of apalysés have ta eachpothér and tﬂe
goals of the researéh?
The papers included in this volume respond in

. different fashions to these generai theorepida& issues.

3.0 Théfpapefs ' e ‘ (.
-All of the papers are‘Based upon and inforﬁed By thé.
. corpus of data collected éthnographiCally over the“eigh#-
years of the Language Policy Task .Force's f;segfgh in
iEast ﬁariem. This data base cﬁnsists of over 300.houré

of speech tape recorded from interactions of'cbmmunity

-residents, young and old, in a variety of situations,

% :
| along with copious notes on- language usage, distribution,
’ | and transmission,
, Thé papers represent various stages in the intellectual
| development of the Lénguage Poliey Task Force over the past
| féw'years. We had originélly, in planﬁing this project,
focused upon three major areas which we felt required
attention if we were to arrive at a cdmplete portrait of
the sociolinguistic vsituation in El1 Barrio. These were:
1. the Spanish of English ddﬁinant adults;
2. the English of Puerto Rican adults of varying -
language abilities; and : \\\
3. the discourse of English and Spanish speakers, in
: particular conversational interaction, speech
I ‘events, and narratives: -
The first was postponed due to difficulties in obtaining
the data.: The second is addressed in the two papers which

4
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being relatedito who peOple were and mhe they were
_addressing; might also benrelated"to.yhgt_they were
trying to cqmmuniqgte,m“Trying.to make sense of what
a person says and how he'tommUnicateS'brin;s together
'in the same'enalyticai frameuork the immediate context
and the brogder social context . Investigatiné'what'
_ members of’ a community are saying to each other gives
one insight into what they think of each other, the
world around them; and their!community. For those
interested-in politieally organizing the community, the
uariation, eomplexity, and'fectors inﬁluencing consciousness
gre\more important to.know about than the.artieulation of
'speakers in slow or rapid, casual or formdl, group or
indiuidual speech. | | |
Examining speech as discourse would permit us to
adqress these issues fruitfully. This'raised for us
seueral tneoretical problems. During the pfOJect we
: ; -attempted to address these problems in a& intensive summer
| institute to which we brought outside researchers to |
discués a number of. issues confronting_us all- in our work.
« The problems were identified as: |
o 1. What theory of meaning are we utilizing implicitly
or explicitly when we analyze communication and how do we
develop one ‘that will fit our needs;

2. How can the problem of variation be tackled/

treated in a non-correlational manner, and

-




'related to the distribution of formakand had.broadened
our appreciation of "the cultural and linguistic complexity
of the Puerto Rican community Wthh had so gnnfused many

_scholars because of its apparently anomalous 1anguage.
retantion when compared~to-European inmigrant groups.

In the project repotted here, we did not lét go
; :'-completely of our past analytical praétices in that we“if
'.extenden our structural linguistic studies_of the
language varietiea spoken by\Puetto Ricans. This was so
becausé_onr previous work had proVided us with part'nf
the picture of the language reality we wene trying to
construct, and thare waa-some merit'in continuing to
accumulate informatipn abont other piecea. Howevér,:we
were becominé increasingly aware'nf the limitations of : ¥
this form of analysis. A1though such linguistic analyses “.l
»  could be correlated with other soc1a1 factors this
approanh_resulted.in_a meghanical view of the language-
world of Puerto Ricans.' It did not pefrietrate into tha
fundamental sociat“pfaiésses'wnich (éither-as adaptation,
'innovation, or resistance) cqpstitutéd thé sociolinguistic
. reaiity of Puerto Rican life in New York City.
| In particukar we had "a strong sense that much ofl’
what was in our. data was not being touched by our analytical
procadures. There was nothing that addressed what was
being said, only how it was being said., We began to see

that the way in which people qommunicated, in addition to-

»
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fnumber of factors involved in determining the child'
v

ldanguage: choice among these the most important being

. ek

degree of inVolvement in peer activities on the’ block
;and gender - (Pedraqe;and Pousada 1980;'_Pousada 1982).'
Other factors such as school program, personality:;_

family language patterns, and broader community norms
appeer to be secondary;'although each child is an

" individual case.. A

2.0 The;pfesent project

When the Centfo'began-this'ieseetch pfojectv,Wev
were at a crossroads in our thinking ebout the‘role of
language in.the life of the Puerto Bican communit§
While we had come to understand*%hrough the concrete
daily experiences of individual members of the community
what linguistic forms existed in the_communicative ‘
repertoife'of the community, it was still-uncleat_whet’

they signified in political,'social, and histotical terms.
We algg knew something about what people in the community
thought about their 1anguage'practices. These ettitudes-
were useful to some _extént espéciall& when compared. to

those elicited from Puerto Ricanfintellectuals/professionals
"(Fishman; Cooper, snd Mnm1971),'but not'enlightening in
terms of the connection Eheseiheliefs“had to broader

. ideologica framemotksw understandingst or consciousness.

. . ) N :
In‘addition, we had come to know a considerable amount.

about the diversity within the community and the factors

, 11
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.this area is reflected in ‘the paper ot discourse practices

paper -on discourse consc1ousness, and literacy

vo-]:nme It deals. with the large'tion of the theoretioal
P~ o assessment of linguistic and cultural variability, an issue |

pertlnent to all three of- the area&

8
. » o’
X
. i .
attempt to characterize structurally Puerto Rican English <
_"vowels and prosody ‘ IR 'f _ ' o B
The third area was given the greatest attention and .

inéeed came to be the most; crucial part of our work as we

proceeded (and continue to develop) Our concern with

- - -

-

Jicultural formation,‘consciousness and social change the

paper on narratives es the embodiment and transmitter of

cultural and personal ideology and concept of self and the

l -

In addition to,these’is- the paper which opens the

e ®
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ltflf "+ II. Language and culture variatipn

. Human-kind has been able to manipulate a finitef
number of natural resources and bhysical attributes 1in
“order to produpe an almost infin}tely varied and complex
A»“tapestry of lihguiétic and'cﬁlturél practices, The

variability is unquestionéble,fyet much of socigl science
' pracfice has been difécted toward a déqial or ignoring

of the vériation ¥ an attempt to emulate thé‘appareﬁtly K
- . lesp variable Rracﬁfees_of_the physical and natural

sciences. The-afiyg_toward»idealizagionJ generalization,

‘and unifofmizétioﬁ has resplted'in a failure to deal witﬂ

the variation which is’én'integral parf of » 1ife and

in fact ﬂ&obabiy.@dré charactegistic thaﬁ the'hgmogeneity

usually poéited.“.As the anthropologist Wallace (1962:6-7) . o

P

proposed:

The magnitude of individual differences within
cultural botndaries is recognized as being so
) v large that the @gnalytical problem would appear -
. - to be the elugidation of the protesses of the,
- ‘organization of diversity rather than the
mechanism of inducing a supposed uniformity.

Y ! A 1eading socio-and ethnolinguist, Dell Hymes,
concurs in this assésSment when he‘states that :

The future of sociolinguistics lies in...the
explanation of the origin, maintenance,. change
and loss of specific means of speech...the
structure of variation, mot for its own sake,

~ but as part of human adaptation. (Hymes 1973).

- ]
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. ) -
The pgpef included here in this section is a
critical review of the treatment of variation within a
number of langUage—felated disciplinés_and a consideiatioﬁ
of a numbér of.key issues-necéssafy for the‘deQelopment
of a social thebry'of language variability. It also
‘serves to lay ot the kinds of duestidns whiéh«ﬁa&e
concerned this research groué-in_its'pursuit of the
knowledge necessary ‘for tﬁe_formulation Qf-socially _ _‘,_\y/’fi

\

adequate, responsible,.and responsive language policy.
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which are in constant flux.

possibilities. |

-

l

TOWARD A SOCIAL THEORY OF LANGUAGE VARIABILITY

Alicia Pousada and Mel Greenlee

There is no intrinsic reason
why science should not learn

to deal with the novel elements

in the universe' which, after
ally,, are as characteristic of

it as the repetitious and

regular ones,..If we are to
master and direct our world,
we must learn to cope with
the orderly but also with the

novel aspects of the universe,

even when their novelty is of
our own making. (Bernal, -The
social function of scien-_T

1. Introduction

So long as we do not know

how to reconstruct through °
scientific thought, the

‘limited number of.possible

changes which any particular
structures may carry out,

history, as of yesterday and
tomorrow, will stand over us
like an immepse mass of facts.
pressing with all the weight

of its enigmas -and. consequences.
We must therefore go further
with our analysis in order . to
explain the possibilities which °
depart from the norm, their
occurrence oOr lackiof~OCCurrence'
in other aspects of social life.
We ourselves have not been able
to go so far, but we have at
least recognized she problem.
(Godelier, Perspectives on
Marxist Anthroppl y)

“Human sociai organizafion is typified_by an almost 3

infinite variety of cultural and linguistic manifestatipns,

. This variability is both

societal and individua% (if the two can be discussed apart),

a result of the éhneraL Unevenness which characterizes

L]

-social development, situations of .social or ethnic contact,

different iife stages and their accompanying activities,

and individual choicesﬂmsde from among different cultural

S
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All communities are full of socially-produced

variatign which is actually merely a cover term for the
constant negotiation of conf1iét,cong§nsus, cooperation,
and contradiction within that pommﬁniti. Language
&iVersity (or "heteroglossia'" aé-Bakhtin calls it) both-_
reflects and respondé to éontaéts with outside social
forces and groups - it is a respoﬁsé to changing
hi;torical conditions.: Inﬁiact,lthis linguistic
variationlié,probably necesséry in order to deal with.thé
multiplicity of social forms and cﬁ;rents (some destructive;
some productive) Whicﬁ affect indiwfduals and_gommunitiés,'
Linguistic variation is utilized to a gféét extent byf_
speakgrs to_;eflect and fe;roduéé.ﬂiversity %&thin sqcfal |
strudﬁure (as Wellias mod%fy aﬂﬁ reconstfucf if) and to
maifﬁﬁin exiéﬁing-social differéﬁces. This can be seen
in-fhe conscdous or uncgnscio@s sélection and;manipulation
of 1ihguistic.forms,be " they bhoﬁblogical or morphological
segments, prbsqdic.féatures,,rbxical itemé; syntactic
permutations, or even entire language varieties, and in

i

entation, and conversational structuring. Individual

ying sociolinguistic norms for personal address,

speakers vary in ;ipguistic strategies, skills, and
experience, and groups of speakers (deﬁined, fof exémple; by
sex, age, class, ethnic¢ity, and other sociodemographic
features) exhibit recognizﬁble patterns which coﬁtrasé with

and set them off from members of other groups. In short,




language (like all cultural behavior) is characterized

by constant heterogeneity which is regulated or constrained
by social procesaes and human agency.

.In an absolute'sense, all social situations are
'unique and nonsrecurring; however, people treat some
situations as so minimally different that they are seen
- as the same, _ Despite the variability present humans
oerceiveéﬁndfutilize commonalities and even universals
_in.daily‘practice. Invariant categories are abstracted
-and used to organize and classify events and states of
existence The Rroduction of categories appears to 1end
a note of stabflity\andhcontinuity to life, permitting
the linkage of'presently existing phenomena with.those
of the past;and thecunravelling future. Categories act
torguide all of;consciousness1' however , once constituted
as social reality, categories are venerally taken for
granted and unalayzed. Reference is made to the normal,'

'natural,' and 'standard,' and that which fails to fit into
the categories is seen as 'variation,' 'deuiance,' 'error,'
r;giosyncracy,' 'performance features,' or perhaps even
:creativity,f depending on the attitude and ideology of"

: the analyst and the purpose of_the analysisﬂ ‘Rarely,
however, 1s the process of creating the categories_or the
social's&gnificance examined. - | |
‘ Afsocially-conscious and radical linguistics like

the one we, at the Centro de Estudios Puertorriquefios,

are attempting to forge is necessarily interested in |
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_interactspwith_the_ways in which individuals constitute
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examining how variance and invariance are produced in-

_ their societal contexts. The social reality of varlablllty

is that cultural forms and features are differentlally
weighted, and people are judged and treated accorging to
the manner in which they use such forms A radical ..
linguistics must interest itself in the ways in which
this social oetermination of what counts as variation !
themselves socially and the opportunities available fof
living out their social'potentialities Of particular
importance is how the categories on the ba31s of which

variation is identified are produced, who has the power'

“to produce them, amdPtoward what ends they are produced.
to p ; ed

As a'Language Policy.Task Force, we ‘are also;concerned
with policp questions If we are to frame appropriate
research questions and utilize our research findings tev
formulate’ policy that reflects the needs and concerns
of the people upon whom 1t wf!l impact then we must
face squarely the variable nature of the consciousness,
social pmactices, and languagetpatterns of thé community.
We must find the means by which to incorporate the richly:

variegated data of day-to-day existence into

generalized statements that in some sense embody the
experienCe_of the people we work with, as well as help

them better understand their situation'and see Ways to

-
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all igs variability) is avoided Or c1eaned up in pursuit

improve or change it.”

Although vafiability is particularly visible in

1anguage, linguistics as .a science has tended to skirt o

" (or at least play uown) the issue? Traditionally, lsnguage

has been'VieWed as a%ggde or self-contained system of

‘elaborate rules and patterns to be examined with minimal

'reference‘to sociélvactivity or meaning.' Linguistic

forms are fixed -into stati& teits which (according to |
. PR . ~
positivist @nd empiricist precepts) permit "objective," = -

-“decontextualized scrutiny, and aétual 1anguage use (with1’

4

of ythe description of underlying grammars and universals

While dggferent schools and sub-areas of linguistics,

.along with related disciplines,lhave varied in their

rigidity with respect to what is deemed .the appropriate
object of study,Athere has been a general consensus that .

variability presents an obstacle to understanding language-

-as arfystem, and that a :.great many human phenomena are

-best defined a not'constituting data for science, for

social science or for 1inguistics

To justify this. rather large generalization it would .
be helpﬁuL_to examine exactly how %;fferent areas of |
iinguiStics or language;related disciplines have treated

1

the notion of variability.” In this essay, we will

critically review the areﬁg of phonology; quantitative

sociolinguistics, theoretical or transformational
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generativist linguistics;ilanguage acquisition}fand
_ethnography2 in-terms of:
I B

3.
4,
5.

tradition

18

Lo

.

How the concept of variability is articulated

and how it ‘has’ developed historically

How variation (once defined) is_described

methodologically

What value (scientific and - social) it is accorded

. How, if at all it is’ exﬁlained, and

What if anything, is done about it.

-

tments. and attempt to outline the necessary

We will f/xfﬁrparticularly on the problems we see in the
art t

components oﬁ an alternative, socially-based approach'to

the analys}s of language' variation. Among the notions '

which will be discussed are the segmentation of 'a continuous

reality into discrete and invariant categories

tﬁe functions¢

of idealization and abstraction the determination of

3meness vs. difference and the- relationship between

A

*Tvariability and change.

//In order to illustrate the kinds of issues we feel

Jj}gial theory- of language variability_must address, we

also examine the relationship between the scientific

paradigm and social ideology and its implications for the

. ’stndy of variability, .the social ‘creation of categories

manifestation of social significance through variable

on the basis of which variability is identified, and the

~¢




. ‘ linguistic forms. -
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2. Varia_ion'in phonetics ‘and phonoiogy'

Phonological variation is one of'the most'readily
obv1ous and hds been the'object of considerable'!ttention
and theorizing Such variation has-been seen_as the key -

. to understanding sound change and its"spread'both ouer
- T L time (see Jeffers and Lehiste 1979) and azross different
_ sogial groups (cf ‘Labov’ 1978 Trudgill 1974, Hudson 1980).
| It has also been observed that speakers are able to’'ignore
this variability in order to understand one another when
social barriers are not'imposed‘(see Locke and Yakov. 1982,.
Studdert-Kennedy 1976). ' _) : _ - ‘ . 7
- - Critical to the treatment of:sound variation has .been’ '
\\\ the relationship hetween phonetics and phonology and the o
status of the phoneme as a generalization or 1dea1ization -
of diffeyrent variants.<;5 . -
The level of phonetics is often viewed as the most |
_ concrete and least prohlematic, since.there are.agreed— '\
upon universals or tendencies dictated by.the'physical
capabilitfes of the:speech production mechanism.- Within
these limitations"there is diversity across the'inventories &_
of the wodld's languages with respect to what sounds are *
utiii d and, of these, which become significant or meaning-
bearing within the soung system or particular languages

however, there is. 1itt1e concern among phoneticians for.

variability p_;'se.

J
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Despite- the seémingly'objéctive ﬁafuré of phonetics
" as. a descriptive séigncé, there is a process of idealization
"wh?ch takéslplace in the artificiallsegmeﬁtation of_é
' - (semi)continuops flow of sognds;_Acdhstically;speakiné;
3 | 5.‘-' there is‘holbreak between what .we refer to asfone'i | I
| "sb&nd",and'another, ana_somé'of the acoustic properties
of one sound willhbe fealized%en the éurrounding sounds.
'Dehpité tﬁis, all.native'spéagers aré gble to identify.'
diéqrete soynds, Even the closest phonetfé.transcript}on .
'repfesents a‘ﬁécessary abStxaction'erm the aétﬁay physicél
record since né two utteraﬁces.are ever exactly alike and
all of the physical properties of any given utterance
ééﬂnot be captured in:writing. Given thg uniyersalist.
fiﬁferésts of phoneticé, the failure to capture all this
yariatioﬁ is not considéred critical, and'thé variation is
treated primarily as:prbauct of the_physiéal characteristiés
of the articulatory organs and the sound waves. _ ﬂ -
Varia;ion becomes.much more salient:within phonological.
-analysis. Phonology examines the function of sound segments
. in a given language gﬁd t@e phya;cai; gr;mmatical,-and..
‘ipsychological properties internalized by the native speaker,
Kgy'here'is andzher idealization of the concrete phonetic
realizations’df_souﬁdf. Phonemic stﬁfus is traditionally
accorded after conéidération of the AistributiOn sfiparticular |
/ | : segmehﬁs iﬁ lexypalAite@s and'thro#gh some recourse to

speake;s' perceptioné'of sameﬂess/differepce and meaningfulness
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Among structural linguists, there was a division of
opinion about the criteria for phonenic status. IWhereas
Sapir believed_that the phoneme constituted a mental

- ’ M . . o ’
categoryforvnative speakers, Bloomfield considered

psychological reality irrélevant and unscientific for

'phonological analysis despite the fact that one of the

cornerstones of his analytic-method was the commutation
test in which informants were asked to, judge the phonological
s1mi1arity of items (see Labov 1978)

. European\phonologists Trubetskoy and Martinet as
well as others of the Prague SChooI accorded some value
torspeakers' mental treatment of phonologic:} variation

and to the-ecategorization process of native speakers

_ Jakobson (1941) went so far as to explore sound symbolism

and synaesthesia (feelings generated by sound) in a study

directed toward ascertaining universalsf The possibility
that individual'speakers could have distinct nental grammarsvl
was not however, seriously entertained -
In generative phonology (Chomsky and Halle 1968)

.

mental operations of native speaker/hearers took on-a

central role, although the phoneme of the structuralists

was replaced by distinctive feature bundlek and the -

sxﬁtematic phoneme. The mentalist position'described_,

in The Sound Pattern of English has been criticized in

recent years, with general agreement that the relationship

+
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. | .
.between the linguist s proposed rules and the speaker s
conception of phgnology was too close for comfort. Anttila-
(1924:3) described this relationship as a "photograph"
since the underlying forms and rules hypothesized for the
language could be found as a "photograph" in the speaker/
vy hearer s mind, | |
| - The interface between phonetics and phonology has o
'been of interest to studentscof second language learning, +'
since .the difference between the phonological status of « .
similar phonetic material in different languages was . o
believed to be a. source of learners' errors (Briére 1967,
Eckman 1977). For example, it wasshypothesiced'that a
: speaker of Spania'qh 'for'whom [d] and [ﬂ are rphoneticallir
conditioned %ariants of /d/ ‘would experience difficulty
in ‘hearing the difference’ between English /3/ and - /d/ when |
Athe distributional characteristics of .these two did not
: match those of Spanish e.g. in word- initial contexts
ﬁContrastiVe analysts believed that second lang&age learners
were likely to- impose the phonological system of the

native language on the second in both speech production

fand speech perception tasks (e. g. Stockwell and Bowen

l965)

o

However, it was found that conflicts in phonological
¢

PO status or distribution of speech,sounds did not predict

“the pronunciation of second language “learners.

Moreover,. second language learners were able to detect
_ L _
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others' faulty pronunciation while‘remaining far_from |

perfect in their own L, pronunciatiOn.(Neufeld-1980).

Observations of'both,first3and.second language learners'
phonologicalf'errors' have led to questionsrabout.the
relationship hetween speech perceptipn and speech
production. fhey have'also raisedﬁ§undamental.issues

. -’

concerning-the-process by which speakers and listeners.

-c0me'to regard quite different sounds ds 'the same‘--'

a process; Kuhl (1976) has called "solving the invariance -

problem o L :_" : S ,

‘e

~ Rece experimental #tudies of infant speech e
perception have shown that -the extraction of invariance
in the very early stages of "’ exposure to language may be

aided by the inherent salience of certaln acoustic

_differences a psyc hoacoustic sensitivity perhaps-shared_

with other mammals (Kuhl and Miller 1975) Young infants
already judge the same consonant vowel syllables said

by different talkers to be 'the sﬁme K Just as-adults do:'

4

In other ways, however sinfants listening 1is distinct

from adults"' in their speech community For example,_ ‘
Trehub (1976) and Eilers, Gavin, and Wilson }i979) have— K
found that infants can discrﬁgizfte-between speech sounds

!

which adults from the same community cannot differentiate

~As the infant acquires skill in producing the phonology

of his/her native language, it appears that a certain amount

of attention to.phonetic variation is lost-(see McKain

-

27




.‘1982). Neverthele's, the ability'to attend to just
those parameters of the speech stream which are
1ingu1stically relevant is a feat of normalization _
.which eludes even- the most sophistic@ted speech "
recognition systems of computer technology (Gupta and
Mermelstein 1982, Remez et al 1981).

2rl' The role of variation in sound change

@

. That sound changes is no' - discovery-—observations of
such changes have ex1sted since Panini (and probably B
before). ‘ The process is generally described a3 slow and

—

gradual (though abrupt discontinuities are acknowledged

in 31tuatlons of great social upheaval) and ‘suggested ﬂh\-

Acauses have run the gamut “from ease of articulation to

imperfect learning to systemic Pressures. “W..
~ The basic problem in understandixf sound change was’

the difficulty is seeing it in action, .of analyzing_changeggﬁa

. in progress. Historicallinguists working primarily from

written texts, were able to compare languages at different

chrOnological pqints and—see the change which had transplred

Their comnarative mfthodology enabled ¢hem to posit "laws"
like Grimm's Law, which describes consonantal shifts which _

took place in thﬂhdevelopment of Germanic from Proto Indo-

: European " However, only rarely were they able to explain

LS

how and why particular changes. arose.

e

The American structuralists (along with the early

generativists) took the position that sound change in -
progress could not be observed (Hockett 1958) and that a
single change occurring over a period of time had to be

treated as a succession of lesser changes taking place

8 .

oy
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instantaneously (Sommerstein 1977:249 £f). This

'instantaneOus view of sound shift bhs given way in .

recent years to more detailed sociolfhguistic studies x

‘of forms which would be candidates for an on«going

change, and to_explorations of tne social factors

responsible'for adﬁancing or impeding a {sound change.

' Weinreich Labov and Herzog (1968) demonstrated how °

the competition of phonological ‘variants leads to the

replacement of old forms and adoption of new forms over:'

_ time, and the work of Labov (1966, 1972a, 1972b) and
Trudgill (1972, 1974), among- many otners, has elucidated

the nature of the synchronic variation which oﬁer
relatively short time spars" evidences change in process -

~ 'What remains unclear is why particular variants are
N
selected by-speakers for this competition, and for-what.
. . - ' . )
purpose, and why this competition arises-at certain times

and not others ln'addition, the fact that there 'is
variation which does not lead to change has yet to be fully

confronted What 1is its function,and why does it persist?

o .

In short, phonological theory does not pravide many
clear solutions to thgﬁgeg;ral questions concerning
variation and the origin and spread of sound change
This theoretical disarray ‘may be attributed to competing
models of individual speakers'.roles in the promotion of
sound shifts as“well as to the analytical methods which
have been applied to the continuously variable stream

of speecb. More important perhaps, is the failure to

29 o
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account for the active role.of the speakers in
initiating and carrying through the changes.

3. Variation theory in quantitative sociolinguistics

The notion of variability has been central to the
'?1 :Idgyelopment of sociolinguistic research In fact - one o i
| definition of sociolinguistics could be that area of
linguistics which takes as its focus the analysis of the

. variability found in daily speech. As Trudgill aptly-

'observes

One of the main factors that has led tobEh
growth of sociolinguistic research has hbéen
the recognition of the importance of the fact
that language is a very variable phenomenon,
and that this varjability may have as much

- to do with society as with. language. A
language is not a simple, single code used

- in the same manner by all people in all
' - situations, and linguistics has now drrived

at a stage where it is both zossible and .
beneficial . to. begin to. tackl this complexity
(1974 32).

- T3
-

| While we 'would disagree with the assumption implicit in

this statement that language and society are somehow
geparaté (and by extension, that linguistics and socio-
linguistics somehbw deal with different phenomena), t
overall chronology presented is basically correct. Variability,
being the-elusive phenomenon that it is, was avoided |
v ‘(particularly in the days before the tape recorder) by the

\ l early- linguists who -emulated procedures within the so~called

"hard" sciences by accounting for linguistic phenomena

\ ' - with categorical rules or laws.

30
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'_Thisﬂis not to say that\the early linguists did not
know about variability In their phonemic analyses, they.
often included frequency data on the occurrence of supposed_

) "freex.variants As. Labov (1978:344) has argued, the.
inclusion of such information showed that they realized the
skewed distributional nature'of these forms'and the'loss ; ;,L

" of information which resulted from relegating these variants'
to the-"free" category |

In one sense, -quantitative linguistics has dedicated
itself to. chipplng away at’ that "free" category, showing o
time and time again that what appeared to be unmo'hvated
variatlon was actually strongly correlated with certain
social factors and procegses. Taking ts lead from the
work of Laboy, Cedergren, and Sankoff in the late 1960's
and early 1970's, the fie}d has developed.a?formalistic
“procedure for dealing with speech variation, namely
variable rule analysis We will therefore explore this

_area in an attempt to understand how variation is perceived .
identified, treated, and explain%d within a particular |
conception of what language theory ought to be. - : ' ’.

3.1 Variable.rule theory

Wolfram'(1973).identifies'three-basic premises for
variable rule. theor& The first is the notion ‘that
language is inherently variable, though not all variation
is immediately traceable to contextuyal (linguistic or
social) changes | The second is that variation'is systema-

tically patterned or replicably regular, which can be

31
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demonstrated by isoiating the constraints upon variables
} .
and shoving the consistent distribution of variants.

This regularity has been shown repeatedly by_independent

studies of the same phenomena (e.g. for Black English

'Vernacular see; Labov et -al 1968 Wolfram 1969, Legum

et al 1971 Fasgld 1972). Finally,-these actual variational

'patterns are specific to a particuiar language variety

and require'description apart from any universal grammar.
These fundamental assumptions are not accepted by'all

sociolinguists-i Inherent variahility (especially that which

| appears non- contextual) smacks of the traditional ‘free'

variation a category which quantitative sociolinguistics

has done much to undermine 4 Sqme sociolinguists (especially

)

those invglved in Greole studies %}ke Bickerton . Bailey,

De Camp) point to dialect mixture as the source of

s

variation rather than inherent variability, and center
their analytic efforts on creating Ppan- or polylectal
grammars rather than variable. rules.?

However, these basic assumptions can”be viewed as the .

foundation of quantitative sociolinguistics,.and aiong-with_w

' 'the notion that variationpéan.be quantified in ‘some manner,

constitute a rationale for variable rule analysis. The

1

variable rule ¢oncept was deve10ped to incorporate into
generative grammar the obvious variable element present in
spoken language. Variahle rules go beyond generative

rules bv including quantitative fpeasures which specify the

¥
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linguistic and 'extra-linguistic' environments in which

ruies'apply_and.by_inéorporating-weighted 0ptioﬁality

into-the formal notation. For each set of contexts

(linguistic/social), a probaﬁiiity of rule application
is associated with each rule. '
. Variable rule analysis was first done with phonological.

variables and then extended to syntactic features. More

}ecently, the approachrhas been applied'to functional

variation (Shuy et “al 1977), semantic variation (Sankoff -

et al 1978), and 'discourse (Dines 1980) . Code-switching_

jthas'also-been examined via variable rule analysis (Pbplack

1978 1980, Sankoff and Poplack 1980)

The variable rule model is predicated'on the notion

that variation can be expressed quantitatively in. terms

of probability of occurrence éf‘alternqtiﬁg,featureé;-'

Procedurally, this involves'isqlatidn of all variants tied
to aniuﬁd:?ﬁying form. 'An‘exhéusti#é list of all the
realizations is necesgary.in‘order to establish»cléarly
the non-occurrencelof a-particu1ar varianf'and so be able
to exp;éss its frequency Qf occﬁfrence (and probability'of
féoccurrence) as a ﬁroportion'of all'potentlal oécurrences.
The process of ascertaining a11 the variants can be -
exceedingly problematic While there is relatively little
difficulty in identification when. one looks at gross

phenomena like the alternation of language$varieties in !

-cbde-sw}tching,'othq; ty?es of alternants may:be more

-

J
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elusive to catalogue. Continuous variables-have to be

reinterpreted as discrete categories. Vowel quality, for !

example,vvariei continuously on at least two dimensions.-’

Sociolinguistic studies have coped with this. continuous

variation by—assignihg a single vowel_'score' to speakers - .

A4

based on approximation to discrete points alongrthis

_‘continuum; This-score is'then related to other simiiarly

‘contintious linguistic and social_phenomena which are

idealized into discrete categories. "At each stage the.
method imposes a structure on the data which may be more

rigid than was inherent in the data, and to that extent

,distorts the results" (Hudson 1980:167). .Added to this

are ‘the transcription decisions which result in loss of

information and the final question of knowing when all -

variants have been accounted for. .6
Once the variants are isolated, - the environnental

constraints are specified--i.e. the‘linguistic/social_

factors which are thought to condition the occutrence of

the variants. This nay be relatively easy to do with the

1inguistic (or system internal) cqpstraints on phonological

and morphosyntactic features (e.g. negation) however, with -

syntactic and discourse structures, the relationships

among the variants may be more dbscure. Showing the '

' social contexts and pOpulations presents further'oroblems,

as there is little known about the workings of 'extra-

linguistic' ‘co-occurrence constraints

a

*




.and posits common underlying forms, The taxonomy is-

After these basics are accomplished, the analyst -

begins to make claims about the similarity of variants

considered complete and ‘ready for quantitative treatment.
Variants are coded, ‘counted, and inserted into the variable

rule formula This mathematical formula has .evolved from ¢

the simple additive equation suggested by Labov (1969),

‘the multiplicative model of Cedergren and Sankoff (1974),

L4

to the currently preferred logistic (or log-based) model

of Sankoff and Labov (1979), which takes the form:

P . Pe X P X p ...
. 1-p l-p,  1-p, .l-pJ _ . -

P is the probability that a given variant will'occur in

~a specific ‘context; p, is the average probability over

all contexts; and'pp, P; etc. are effects produced by
various conteitual features. |

| Without ‘going into the mathematics of the variable
rule, suffice it to say that once a set of data has been

COllected and counted, and a statanent can be made about

the frequency of use of the variants in specific environments

"then the . ‘analysis moves to determining the amount of influence

each environmental feature exerts upon the selection process.
Such calculations are made via a form of multivariate
analysis utiliaing a statistical method known as maximum : '
or‘log'likelihood'which measures how well a set of'estimated |
influences correspond to the.data set. The significance

of the differences of likelihood of two analyses is

35
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_measured by chi-squareitests applied in muitiple regression.
More simply put' variables.are ¢oded as being potentially
affected by a numher of lingUistic and other factors. |
“Then stauistically the . significant factors are determined‘ I
| and ranked and a final statement is made about ‘the’
contribution of specific constraints to the realiZations
of spedific variables. |

In brief, then 'we'have the hasic approach of variable
'..rulevanaiysis a statistically-based presumably scientifici
way of dealing with variation in speech behavior Hovever,
"there are a number of unsatisfying aspects to this'approachi
.which.must'be_considered here. o | o
-‘jAs mentioned earlier, the approach is clearly_taxonouic |
and correlative. .Contextual factors corresponding in some
‘way - to 1inguistic.features are selected, catalogued, and
Icorrelated within grammatioal rules without evaluation
of the phenomena involved or the criteria for selection,
There is no. scrutiny of what any correlations reveal about..
social organization, nor why.certain categories_areJused
in the first place and not others. Furthermore, the
approach is_ﬁbt dynamic or historical. ,While it does
indeed have th? capacity to describe sone kinds.of language
~ change by positing rule changes, in the attempt.to'arrive |
at.abstract ‘rules there'is a freezing of social*process.

Underlying all of this is the question of ‘how theory

and science itself are viewed An intricate #eans for
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fdescribing language variation and representing certain
changes in the language has been developed byt no truly
substantive theory of variation as a social phenomenon

And there seems to be little inclination on the part of
quantitative sociolinguists to go beyond replicating _
Labov's work and results for countless other features

and social groups In their conviction that an empiricist -h
and positivist conception of science is-the only scientific'_l
one and in their acceptance of the conventional wisdom

that ideology has’no Place in science, ‘thege scholars_
appear to haVe-confused'heuristics with theory:and'side-b
stepped that which should be the primary focus of their
attention——social process and consciousness As a ;;sult
the ' socio part of sociolinguistics is tremendously "

under -developed and. Eheoretically inadequate, resting on
antiquated categories and a conciliatory type of relativity

which accepts rather thaniguestions social inequglities

- and cfass contrasts (Dittmar 1976)

 As we shall see throug&out this essay, this is a
general problem in language-related (and other) science

and can only be confronted by a radical reassessment of

-

the nature of scientific-inquiry '_" S .

o

4. The treatment of variation in theoretical linguistics

' Transformational generative linguistics (which is

tellingly considered by many to be the only 'theoretical'

Tlinguistics) represents a dramatic_change in linguistic

. ~ '
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theorizing from the behaviorist/structuralist model
which predominated before the publication of Chomsky's
§zntactic Structures in 1957. While still essentially

structuralist"in that 1anguage is seen as a h:l.erarchially-r

f

‘designed structure whose description and explanation is

R

& achieved via the accumulation of information about

constituent eléments the transfofmational generative

-
et -

(TG) approach does ‘not rely on a. stimulus -response model
of 1anguage acquisition or transmission Rather,emphasis
is placed upon' the innate and creative aspects of 1angua°e‘
as-a cognitive entity. |
'from a TG position the goal of 1inguistic analysis
1is to represent the regularities of 1anguage as internalized
rules of grammar which are used by speakers to’ generate | |
utterances ‘a goal shared in part by sociolinguistics, as
we have Just seen. Howev\r, the TG approach is based
) upon the premise that k%owledge of grammatical rules is
completely different from the act of speaking, and in fact<:
that speaking represents a deviant and degenerate form of
language. Thus in contrast to sociolinguistics ge;Lrative
linguistics sees as the object of study the competence or’
innate human ability to produce and comprehend sentences
‘ rather than the performance or actual production of speech
in daily interaction.’ o ’ e
This has tremendous imp1ications for the way variation
y, is viewed and treated by the generativists. Chomsky

~+ (1968:52-53)'describes his position as follows;:

-




B " ‘development, etc.

...to account for the normal use of language
‘we must attribute to the speaker-hearer an
intricate system of xules that involve mental
-operations of a very abstract nﬁEure, applyilhg
. to representations that are quite remote from
the physical signal. We observe, furthermore,
that knowledge of . lapguage"is -acquired on the .
basis bof degenerate and restricted data and ‘
that it is to a large extent independent of
intelligence and of wide variatiogs in
individual expefienle, . .- T
~ . e e T
In other words, the»TG~grammafian completely pulls away
) NN .
from any treatment “%6f language as it is spoken (considered

-to be "damaged goods") and thus aWaj.frdm dealing with
the variation embodied in it. The variability of
cultural and social experience is.&ismissed as irrelevant

_to the development of language in the individﬁal; i;stead

there is vague refgreﬁbe td.'normél'_languag%?énd.a concern
with the~under1§ing cognitive system or universally

b\ intefnaiized system- of ruigs which makes humah'language
possible.. (Tﬁ?s ié consistent with Chomsky's persoﬁal-
view.of linguistics as §'bréhéﬁ'of cognftivg péychology.)
Languagé vz;iatiqi'or diVersit§ is merely a phenomenon of

surface st uctures-.and not'the éritiCal deep structure
! : 5 N ¥ * ‘ )
~which ré&fins“stable despite variations -in human intelligence,
learning conditions, ability to use iaﬁguage,'vqcabﬁlary |

-

.a'Ch0@sky,makes*Very'clear;his opinion of the study of
. language as a social phenomenOn'(1968:87): | ‘ |

One cannot quarrel with the desire of some
investigators to study 'the acquisition and =
. maintenance of actual occurrences of verbal
- behavior.' It remains to be demonstrated,
that this study -has something to do with the

- . . . ) '
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study of language. As of now, I see no
indication that this c1aim can be sub-
stantiated .

0 )

;While the TG position has softened somewhat over the
years and Chomsky himself has acknowledged the contributions
of socioiinguistic researchrto our” understanding of the ‘
nature of 1anguage ' there is sti11 a stroné/aversion o
“to dea1ing with language as anything but aﬁpabstract
seIf contained a-historical phenomenon _ . R o
‘ In order to effedt this distancing from 1anguage .
as it is Spoken the generativists 'idealize' or abstract-
1anguage as ‘they experience it, This involves eliminating

- @

ungramma;ical' utterances or 'deviations‘ which they

at ribute to memdry. 1apses inattent10n psychological
malfunctiohs ,etc In their view the data must be i @
c1eaned up before they can be ana1yzed in actuality, they

do not consider such. phenomena as data and therefore do

not include, ﬂumxintheir ana1yses In this respect, the g
generativists are still very much in the Bloomfieldian
structuralist tradition which 1imited 1inguistic ana1ysis

to invariant 1anguage samples. The Bloomfieldians avoided
universal or abstract explanations and emphasized taXOnomies

whereas the Chomskyans posit underlying abstractions

.,However the two approaches re -ased.ppon a doctrine“of
o N . 5 L

1inguistic homogeneity




$ Ewidentlyt{kn6wledgé1of language--the inter- _
nalized -system of rules~--is only one of the o
many factors which determine how an utterance -
will be used or understood in a particular = . 4
situation, The linguist who is trying to -
determirfe what constitutes knowledge of a L '
language--toeconstruct a correct grammar--
i8 studying one fundamental factor that is
involved in performance, but not the only,
"ond. This idealization must be kept in
mind when one 1is considering the problem

o

of empirical “evidence. (1968:23),

In his"discussion of'Cthskyfs work, Ljons.(l970:39)
défends_this idealization yet recognize some. of the
problems inherent fa.such an approach:

‘Chomsky is clearly right to claim’for linguistics
the same right to disregard some of the 'raw :

data' ag is accepted as normal in other sciences.

There are, of courseé, serious problems, both

practical and theoretical, involved in deciding

what constitutes extwaneous or linguistically
irrelevant factors; and it may well be that, in
practice, the 'idealization' of the data advocated

by Chomsky does tend to introduce some of the _—

normative considerations that marred much of '
traditional grammar. = -~ = ‘

¢

| Lyons evokeéfsupport for Chomsky from the practice
~of other sciénces and suggests that the apbrbach taken

toward variability and deviation'mgy have come to

. T [ J e . .
linguistics during its search for scientific legitimacy.8

| This pésgiﬁiiity warrants consideration as it reflects ' °
the larger duestion to which we keep fetﬁfhing-in this
essay - thét of what_constfiutes science and-scientific
data.A}ﬂ ) | f \ . .
To}éumma‘ize,.we have séen that as far_és so-called

theoretical.linguistics-is concerned, language variation

.~
rd
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is really not on the agenda at all.. If'this section
has been scmewhat sparse, it accurately reflects the - | §?§"
amount of attention given to the question by the TG

grammarians. It is interesting to nqte_in closing-that

A"-\N although the concern of génerativists with the innovativej

creative, and pctentially infinite_aspects of language

could bring them to the study of variation and'diventity,

these attributes are seem as aspects of the rule generating .
faculty of human beings‘;xfhpr than ai% socially and
attitudinally determined or influeqéed manipulation of
linguistic resources. _ . n _ | E

©

This‘concern with-creativity'dcea emerge in the

' recent work on language acquisition which is the focus

“of the next section.

5~ -Varrabrlrty—in—language—acqgtatttcﬁ________—_

Up until the 1950's, the prevailing conception of -

children's language (wi the exception of Piaget and °

Vygotsky) was as a scattere nd imperfect'collection

of mistakes made in the process cf imitatinthdult ' : o
language. ‘In ‘the 1960'8 the field-of.child‘language'

study advanced-considerably‘under the impetus of two

hYpotheses put forth by generative grammariansr (1)

‘ children 8 language reflects a system rather than a

collection of random errors, and (2) the .¢child, like the
linguist, constructs the most economical and general

t
rules possible to account for the'input language data.




¢y

i Although considerable variation-was evidbnt in children 8
'output much of this could be attributed to performance
_factors, i.e. limiﬂations of the young organism in ‘ '

i'productive speech The very great emphasis Chomsky (1965)

| placed on the innate ‘endowments of the child for choosing

grammars doubtless diverted attention from crucial ways

in which differences in children s internal make -up

(preferences or styles) or external environment (including o
| patterns of interaction with older speakers) could o
influence the acquisition process, o S L P .
: Current trends in first language acﬂuisition research' |
show a reaction against universalist, genetic explanations ' ER
for language acquisition which are now viewed as overly |
deterministic However like the research of the 1960's,
~~—«_—~—fpresent—investigations-tend to retain a strong cognitive
interest, although this is tempered by growing evidence
of differences in adults' expectations about children's
language in different cultUres (Cf. Schieffelin~l979).
For example, a recent‘ipxt on children's language (Bloom
& Lahey.l978:61) states that it is probable that "...
variation in child speech.is a function oi individual
cognitive development in interaction with.a variety of
'different experiences that children have with aspects
‘of the linguistic code...", However, within the variability
-evidenced by children still”lies, for these researchers, R

an underlying coniormity:




1f regularity in variation is not immediately

apparent it may be that too few behaviors have

been observed, too few children have been observed,

or the analysis ‘of behaviors and the.indices used

to compare behaviors may not be sufficiently

sensitive; (157) | .

. Recent. studies of yoqng ‘children gequiring the

same language under similar conditions have pointed up
intdr and intra- subject variability at all levels of
language structure and language use, e. g ) phonology
(Macken & - Ferguson 1981; Leonard, Newhoff & Mesalam |
'1980), morphology and syntax_(Bloom, Lightbovn & Hood
1975); semantics of’early words (Nelson.1975; Bloom_
: 1973), and in  the child’s'interaction withﬁhis or her
caretaker (Heath 1982). | |

The extent of variation uncovered by these studies o
is somewhat remarkable giVen_the Eelative homogeneity
| of the populations studied \Counter to‘the'expectations
of Bloom & Lahey, it ‘seems that the more c108ely one
looks at any population of children the more likely it
is that variability will ‘be found. 9
. At present, the long- -range implications of variﬁtion-
in language acquisition are tar from clear., Studies of
‘children's 3aried strategies forjacquiring_aspects of
English_structure have generally focussed on quite limited,
discrete structural compopents as indices of development.
In Bloom & Lahey's terms tthese indices_are not, in fact,
_very“'sensitive‘ to variation Wel \s (19811112) points.
out that ''the type of variation that ‘has received most
attention so far is the rate at which 1anguage.is acquired;"

4.
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perhaps ‘because of its easily quantifiable and therefore

scientific nature. ~From this product oriented interest,

- some acquisition strategies are viewed as more efficient

than others since they appear to bring along with them
a larger vocabulary or a longer mean length of utterance.
The - most well-known of these styles are those
identified by Katherine Nelson (1973 1975, 1981) in-
examining children 8 earliest vocabularies She found
that - some.children produced.mostly names.for objects and

people while 3}5&rs tended to pick, up on social

_expressions (greetings, leave taking etc.) and include

. these in their early vocabulary. 1In a follow-up study

(1975), children who produced more names tended to be

- more advanced in-the rate of language acquisition

However, subsequent reviews of Nelson 8 data have

often ignored the fact that these stzles are a matter of

degree. Peters (1983 . ;43) notes, '"these extremes are

generally considered to define the end- points of continua

along which most children are ranged, very few being
clearly at one pole or the other." Peters also raises
the important possibility that children may use both
strategies, but at differenq,points in the acquisition .
period or for different conversational contexts Since
analysts have been oriented toward the product rather
than the :process. of acquisition it can be argued that.

they have made questionable assumptions about how f

45
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‘the most'part is additive and- linear

children-go about the task of language learning, one .
W
of the more damaging being that children carry out the

task in the same way a linguist would. Specifically,

-

-
Peters believes that child language researchers have

falsely assumed that (1) children use the same units

of analysis as do linguists and (2) development for

Drawing together data from very young children

-aCQuiring a number of typologically different languages

Peters shows that the first language units of the child
are likely to be much'larger than the linguist's. with
dlfferences remaining as late as five years. of age in -
matters such as morpheme boundaries. Factors.influencing"
the child's process of extracting adult-dize units are

the type of-speeCh‘to‘which he or she is exposed, l

o

community expectations about the child's k owledge and

use of lan age, an thOse individual factors of neurological
| gu

and psychological develooment which the child brings to

~ the task.

Since the language acquisition strategieh of the
normal' child are clearly variable across time and across
individuals,-10 the exceptionality of learning or language :

disabled children can be regarded as an extreme of a

. familiar phenOmenon rather than a typologically different

process. Learning disabled children are exceptional "not

in having access to totally different strategies, but

486




.ratheq/in the relative degree to wﬁich they can use the
same /strategies (Peters l‘383 - :68). As an example
'Peters cites Weeks (1974) subject Leslie a cognitively
pre?ocious child who nevertheless learned English more
slowly than usual Leslie apparently "had limited access
to certain strategies while making fuller use of others"
-- kind of compensation by which she eventually gained
Hco trol of the linguistic code.

To summarize, major limitations of variability in
child language data seem:to have come about through an
'unhitting conspiracy among methods of Conceptualization,
_data collection and analysis which systematically
excluded certain sorts of Felevant information.

" First of all, the majority of studies have been
concerned with a particular population of children,
-Asampled croSs sectionally Thus' major. social and
temporal variation has been left out. .

Se@ondly, in sampling children 8 language, specific
studies&lave-focussed on only one\discrete aspect of
language at a time, obscuring the"synergistic' nature
of interaction among different strategies or different

components of the child's developing system In addition

. coding procedures have generally excluded unintelligible .

or seemingly stereotypic utterances thus-leavingvout
‘many of those utterances which would provide insight

ipto a“holistic or gestalt production strategy such as

¥

!
!




f : | - that Peters has suggested young children may use. - .

'Further omissions have regulted from the way in’
:which subjects are chosen for study and Speech is e1icited
and recorded. A great many studies have excluded very
young children, since they do not often coop!rate.well
in'experimental settings  Yet these childr may be
those for whom variability is most apparent/ Also, in‘
sampling caretaker-child speech the setting and
:' instructions have often been such as to entourage
-picturefnaming'or other types of‘elicitation interactions
~1 which are geared toward a referential' child sty1e
1(Peters 1963), o : | / )
Perhaps'even more critical ig the lhck of reseaé?h _
addressing the.reality that chi1dren ar agents, or in’

the process of becoming agents They d velop "strategies "

ry

not to aequire ‘a 1inguistic system but | to participate

actively in their sqcial positioning.. The predominant

trend within'acqmisition research 18, to see-children
ps learning machines-Without consid;;ing‘how.issues of - .
power; resistance and accomodation come . 1nto play as the
child learns. The variability in, language acquisition
which hap been o well-documented is never related to o
the social needs and struggles of the chiLd as s/he- attempts ..
to survive in and understand the adu1t world. )
.-.In--the next section, we_will examine the.disdipline'

which is berhaps most:directly.involved'hith such

4;3 ' | | -
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-questions of variability of human social practice--

anthropology vig ethnographic inqulry o . )

6. Ethnographic persepectives on variability

"_  Anthropologists ‘have always been concerned with
questions of diversity and variation. One critical
goal of, the.ethnographic approach which 1s the backbone
of anthropology, is to delve deeply into everyday human
tife in order to reveal the rich detail specific to each
group, aﬁd by probing‘this diversity, 1earn'something

about thefpossibilities available to the species as a

" whole.

The ethnographer encounters variability ‘at every

' step of the fieldwork experience.. There is the variability
‘that arises-from certain biophysicalbproperties which are

- defined socially as counting for -di#ferences among people

| 3

' (e.g. sex, age, personality, ‘ethnic or racial group;, etc. ).

There is the variation which is the result of differing

human activities, and there is that which is produced by

'personal choices among the cultural options provided by
'social groups. Variabillty is also seen in the numerous

' aspects of self that informants. reveal under changing

£y

, situations or with different fieldworkers, as well as in_

the contrast between reports of behavior and actual
behavior. | -

The'ethnographer's task is very difficult given

the wealth of|experiential data confronting him or her.

\
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‘There must necessarily be some: kind of abstraction from L

" all of this ficyness; and:yet-the‘richness appeafs'to ﬂe
one of the pnique.céptfibutibhs of ethnogfaphy't§'thqy ;-/;/
oo gtudy of social life. This confliqt 6f_n;eds is cleééiy.
| ZVisiblefwhen one examines theoretical develbpmenfg over
. time within the field of ethhographyﬂ_- _ |

L " In his in;rodﬁétion to Reinventing ‘Anthropology,

Dellfﬂfaes (1969) poiﬁts out the dangers of fdcusing
exclﬁsively'pn,the general (coﬁhon) or On-;hq'spécific

(differential):
Concern with only what is common, with .
similarities, with universals, - may "

~ . constitute a philosophical anthropology, .
§ a psychology or biology, characterizin% man
‘ as an abstract being. Concern with only
the general gontour. of development, general
laws, or a single level of explanation, may:

‘ constitute a-sociology or ‘history of a certain

kind. Concern with only what is different
~may yield precise ethnography and ethnology.
Neither kind of concern alone can constitute
the' anthropology of the tradition intended
: here. And at theilr worst, the one-sidedness -
| L of the one may lead to the imposition.of a
priori notieoas, distortion, and ‘the rationali-
zation of injustice; that of the other may
never rise above exoticism or may devolve into
' sterile empiricism. (12-13) S

The conflict between the general and tﬁe specific,
sometimes referred to as 'macro vs micro', can bé_seen
tﬁfopghout ethnographic literafﬁré. The ethnographic
apgroach at;empts'to avoid this éonflictﬂby emphasiziﬁg |

holistic views'of cﬁlture.11

e \

In other words, an aectivity . -
is seen in its ecological interrelationship with other

bethipr within a functional system.

5 O N »
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'Particular events are interpretedias integral units.

Aof cultural-wholes (Kroeber 1957) with cohesive ipternal :

.,structure whichlarg additionally}related;to one anomher

An larger systems | | f ' ) !
While holistic views are theoretﬂcally salutary in

that they foster a concern with relations of behaviors

and struggle against the atomization of kﬁowledge so

common within modern- scientific practic the holibtic

perspective,has also resulted in a dency to over-

emphasize homogeneity within group' and focus excebsively
upon order and ‘coherence to thelneglect of_exceptfonS'

_and differences. -Internal ‘variation was until recently
"either simply dismissed or artificially worked into
the scheme as indices of change, diffusion survival
“innovation, dysfunction abnormality, cultural disintegration
opportunities for the exercise of social control and the

: r
like. The only important variations were variations '
between cultures" (Tyler 1969 3)

,This failure to. deal adequately with variation as
produced and - manipulated by the individuals who together
actiVely constitute social groups has limited the '

: explanatory power of ethnography As Agar (1980) points
out:

Variation like that is only a threat to a .

social scientist committed to a monolithic

portrait of group life. Unfortunately the

quest - for the "normative order', deeply

‘engrained in many social science traditionms,

has sometimes blinded us to the many important

lessons for the ethnographer when confronted with
variability as well as uniformity (79~ 80) '
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In order to clarify the different stances taken by

ethnographers with respect to intra and inter group
variability ‘and continuity, we will_briefly‘review the -
:. . d : recent historyoof the field} As_our over-riding concern :
. is with_linguistic variation, ve wiii focus.npon that

| anthronological work-most directly related to language'

6.1 The treaﬁﬁgnt of linguistic and cu1tura1 variability'

\

within agthropology P

As we_have already indicated,_anthropoiogiste’have

. vacillated between documentation of. the cultural_detail

: of specific Sbcial groups and delineation of'universai )
patterns'common to allngroupa. Within_the;first_broéd/{
category falls the‘workiof Boas.and the historical | | A -
particularista;lzfas well as the configurationalist work’

13

.of Ruth Benedict and Margaret Mead and Kroeber' 8 attempt

to detive trait element lists for particular groups. 4'
Within the second category falls the mentalist-oriented
research Qf the English social anthropologists like |
Radcl}ff:/Brown Firth, %nd Malinowski15 and the French

stpﬁcturalists like Lévi- rauss.16

‘/
7

'/ Ve cannot .go into.the Very important work of these

y 'scthare because; with the exception of Lévi-Strauss, they

/ were not concerned with languageéggr se. . However, it_was
upon the foundation of these effogts‘that ethnoscience and

the "new" ethnog'_raphy17 ‘were bdii%, as well ag their modern

off-shoots, all of which have emphaeized langnage.
. ;




'came-(like'structuralisub from'linguiStics 'which during
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‘Much of the impetus for the development of-ethnoscience/

the 1950's was a thriving social science with seemingly
impeccable e hnologies for analysis. The anthropological
work inspired by the theoretical controversies:beginning
between ‘the behdviorist and mentalist conceptions_of’
language,was'characterized by attemptsvto-formulate_rules
by which cultural categories cOuld‘be empirically ordered.

Goodenough's componential analysis»is orie snch attempt,

as are the kinesic analysis of. Birdwhistell ‘and the

_ kinship analysis of Lounsbury f R o i,‘

< "~

A major problem of ‘the ethnosc1entific or ethnosemantic -

research_is that variation is largely ignored or seen as
irreleVant.-‘The\ethnoscientist searches for imnutable ‘
categories which presumably represent the-underlying
nentalfapparatus of the entire culture:. There is little
chsiderationzof the variable exposure to cultural

phenomena and access to technical vocabulary which is

. —the case in many groups,{particularly'in:complex and,

hierarchically-ordered societ}es; and.tHere is.a tendency
to lean upon evidence provided by single informants

~ One ‘area of ethnoscience . which developed during the
1960's, typical of much of the work currently done within
anthropological linguistics s the ethnography of speaking
or communication, The focus of study in this new application

of ethnography (first articulated by Hymes in 1962 and

T P L R FI28 U T




developed further,in 1964, 1967, 1972) islthe speech

event. The approach is similar to. the componential paradigm
which characterized other ethnoscientific efforts tn that -

it is” concerned with the structure of relations among- ‘

the various components of speech eventsawthe setting, )

‘.participanta, ends, acts key, instrumentalities norms

~

and genre--and the’ ethnographer's task is to test enlarge
and revise this grid based upon the emic percepti;Bs
of the speakers

Studies in the ethnography of speaking have examined t*.

'such events as contrapuntal conversations (Reisman 1974),

greetings (Irvine 1974, Salmond 1974) narratives
(Kirshenblatt Gimblett 1974 -Darnell 1974) male and

_ female speech (Keenan 1974), and. even silence (Basso 1972);

_and the overall goal of the field has been to continue

the proliferation of such studies SO as to permit cross-

’

cultural comparisons of the diversity which exists in the -

'ways speech is manipulated and the uses to which it is

put in different'cultures This goal has only partially

been realized but an even more important failing has been- . .

'the putting aside in many cases of holistic thinking in

~ the- pursuit of greater detail in description. It is

.- furthermore the exceptional ethnography of speaking that

does not fall into the trap of treating language apart
from society, ‘and that does seek deeply within social

conditions for explanations of linguistic variation and ‘

~
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'its significance 18.

'© This has also been the case with the micro-
.ethnographic studies of interactional events which
utilize linguistic and paralinguistic analysis of
Video—taped behavior to address very small units of-
behavioral patterns in Specific social settings The ||
-foCus of work in this area has been on the form and
organization of social exchanges, the sociocultural
compe ence_underlying behavior and the potential and

tl c'ultn a.l confiictS'existing- among participants.

h

1e great ulk of the research has inﬁolﬁed'school L T,

: settings (cf. Bremme 1976 Shultz 1976, Erickson 1975
McDermott and Gospodinoff 1979 Michaels 1981, Au and

K ;, Jordan 1981, Mohatt and Erickson 1981), and a good . o K
percentage of these studées have involved children og'
‘ethnically or racially different backgrounds which has-
*  brought the issue of linguistic and cu1tura1 diversity
and-variation to the forefront..

lﬁowever,'few micrOrethnographies_attempt to relate
the careful, 'd?tai_led analysis o.f micro-‘structures to t’he'
1arger environment that shapes them, and indeed, the very
_Mistinction hetmeen"micro' and 'macro' structures is
taken for granted and nnanal&zed in terms of its-. _vf .
theoretical'and social'impiications (spe Bennétt and
Pedraza's papers. in this volume fozﬁfgrther consideration

of this problematic):. + Féw micro-etfinographers leave the
[ & . M - . .

-
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school or’ institutional setting to examine the communities

lthat houée the setting dand the participants in the intgr-
? attions, under study. There is clearly a severe lack of
social theory behind the ever more sophisticated
structural analysis. o o | -
Most.recently have comeicertain challenges to the
traditional conceptions of ethnography and anthropological
theory, threads of which run through the other schools- |
of anthropology reviewed here, in particular the ethno-"
scientific and the micro—ethnographic Among these are
the symbolic or interpretive and the neo-marxist analyses
Symbolic or interpretive anthropology conceives of

culture as a system'of symbols. or a web of significances.
Every artifact or event represents a coming together-off
significances ref1ective of the collective mental life
of the people. The anthropologist is responsible for ';.
.:deciphering the meaning of these symbols Empirical
access to the symbols is- gained through an examination -
of cultural events and the way they are spoken about. |
" The interpretation of what happens is rooted in the
context of the eventf~how, where, when, why it_took
:place,.what-people say and do about it, and how it '
relates to other events. As Geertz (1973 19) put it:
anthropological interpretation consists in tracing the

curve of a social discourse fixing it into an inspectable

form." 1In other words the interptetation captures what

o6
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is "said" (meaning) in formg which can be perused long -
after the event i1s past and forgotten. Cultural
phenomena examiﬁed_in this way by interpretive

researchers have included laﬁ,-politics, art, common

-gsense, the 'self,' etc. (cf. Geertz 1983, Wagner 1981)

The symbolic or interpretive anthrOpologists have
heen concerned with variation in terms of‘the question

of reptesentativeness and scientific verification' of

' interpretations Geertz (1973- 22-23) correctly’placed

variation at- the heart of the anthropological problem

The great natural variation of cultural

forms is, of course, not only anthropology's
great (and wasting) resource, but the ground
of its deepest theoretical dilemma how is .
such variation to be squared with the biological
unity of the human, species? But it is not, -
even metaphorically, experimental variation,
because the context in which it occurs varies
along with it, and it is not possible (thOugh
there are those who try) te isolate the y's
from the x's to write a proper function

Geertz does not see any ather way of dealing with the
variationbexcept through the standard positivistic/

empirical approach of laboratory controls ,» which he -

i appropriately rejects as untenable in social science,

and he leaves it at that. In general, the symbolic
anthropologistsxhave not developed a theory of cultural
interpretation Xzich fonfronts variation squarely They °

n within cdses as mecessary for the

’positing of symbolic:mganing, but have not been . - e

[

successful in.génerafiéing their findings across cases

or cultures. Inﬁaddition, they do not, relate symbolic
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meaning to any political or economic forces. |

Marxist and neo-marxist~approaches to anthropology
have focused primarily upon such broader issues in-par;
ticular the effects of capitalism on social ‘and cultural
life in colonized nations and capitalist centers, with some

recent work on, the structure and development of pre-capi-

' talist societies (see Bloéh 1975 and Seddon‘l978) ~This con-

centration on economics as the determining element in hu- L

man history is a misinterpretation of Marx, who actually

stressed that many other elements were involved and could ~
override the economic in their influence at times. As Lenin -

(1960: .161-2) pointed out, Marx and Engels 'were the first A
socialists taq raise -th.e need to analyse all aspects‘of )

. Bloch's (1983) account of the relationship between

social life and not only the economic.

-

anthropology and- Marxism goes back to Marx and Engels' re-

liance on Lewis Henry Morgan's fieldwork and theory in their

devélopment of an evolutionary approach to culture forma-

tion. Marx was genuinely concerned with social'variation,

-

since this variability illustrated 'ifferent human’ responses

to changing economic, techndlogical

social conditions,
and helped.him prove that capitalism ] not the only way
to organize societ&, |

: But Marx was\most_interested in proposing general
laws of social development which necessitated temporarily NG
putting aside much of the variation he acknowledged. This

concern with evolution and general laws wasreduced by many
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- of hib followers to .a conception of unilineal evolution-

~ism in which societies marched inexorably through fixed

stages toward communism. Lenin Opposed this line of

thinking because of the complex cultural variation he

' witnessed in his dealings with the Russian peasantry,

" however, the controversy between unilineal and multi-

lineal explanations continued for several decades in the -
Soviet Union and elsewhere among Marxists.
: ' 7

In the 1950's and '60ls the multilineal schemata-

began to win out, and most present- day Soviet scholars

_ believe that although general principles may govern cul -

tural evolution each case 1s distinct. Different evolu-

-,tionary lines are followed in different locales, and not

all societies pass througm the same stages. While there is

a strong effort to establish the general unitary tenden-

cies, there is also a willingness to consider the variabi-.
lity which exists' particularly in the examination of ar-
chaic or primitive groups traditio%ﬁlly viewed as class-
less and homogeneous (see Seddon 1978)

| Leacock (1982) examines four types of Marxist or Marx-

ist- inspired studies which have developed outside of social-
I

ist countries since the 1960's--Third World and radical

critiques of anthropOIOgy, feminist research, French Marxist

anthroplogy, and the (non-Marxist) 'cultural materialism'

of Marvin Harris. Because of the political climate of o

capitalist countries, Marxist anthropology has only just

beguﬁlto develop there. Different interpretations and \

59




6

reinterpretations of Marxism have been put forward.
’ - <7 . .

._ (We cannot discuss'these here, but see Kahn 1974, Dia-

mond ‘1979, and Wolf 1982).

The available literature on Marxist anthropology,

hboth in socialist and non- socialist countries”, indi-

cates relatively little anthropological work. on 1anguage

!

: Variability The reason for this is not entirely clear,

since as can be seen. in Arutynov (1980), there is also
widespread recognition that language is critical in ethno-
differentiation and in formation and preservation of ethnic
identity However, there appears to be no explicit state-‘
ment of theory about language variability

| This_may be due}(at least in the Soviet ﬁnion and

China) to thefpreoccUpation with practical problems like

'national unification, multilingualism,'development of written :

languages, etc. -It may also be that language variability

1s seen as falling within the realm of sociology or social

linguistics and indeed the work of sociollnguists of Ger—

many like Dittmar (l976) and the Soviet Union like Avrorin ’

(1977), indicate an appreciation of the problematic.
Despite this apparent lack Marxist anthropolbgy

does offer a very impotrtant tool in developing a social

theory of language variability—;and that -is its~approach

to understanding human social organization and historical

development via dialectical gpd historiCal materialism.

This approach will ~be discns:i

more fully later in this

paper ..

.
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7.0 - Central issues for a social theory of language

variahility

| Our review of the treatment of 1anguage variation
within a number of language-related disciplines has
reveeled:a kind ofjémbivslence toward the phenomenoh.
On the one hand, the existence of variation at:ell-

. 8 :
levels of .language structure and its relation te social

‘'structure has been fairly wellhdocumented} The

development of tape'recorders,-spectrographs, computers,
video recorders, et ‘has permitted detection of fine-

grained variation and graphic comparison of different

' speakers utterances. . Variable rule analysis has made

possible the mathematical depiction of the variation and

its proﬁabilities_of occurrence. Sampling and testing

techhiques.have become“very refined’ In.all, there has
been a good.dear of technological advance with respect
to the quantitative treatment ‘of the Varistion |

On the other hand, most 1inguistic research proceeds

,on the implicit assumption that this variation doesn't

really matter and that looking at language as a homogeneods:

entity divorced from social practice is productive,

Ebnvehient and theoretically unproblematical Even.

among those who focus upon variation and whose professional'

B .

(and daily) practice te11s them that 1anguage is nothing

i1f not a social construction, there exists a strong

-

tehHéhcy-to view language in'gpposition to social reality,

Cb
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an opposition that they deQCribe (and claim to explain)
via a number of correlations between the two domains
of human enterprise |

However, .this dualism of language and soc¢iety, more
than anything else, has kept linguistics from developing o
real understanding of 1anguage variation, why it exists |
and its function and role in 1anguage change and social
differentiation Only.by.casting aside this dualism and
seeing language as an integral part of society, created
and used by-humans in.their social relations, can thel”
scientific study of language move beyond technological

refinement to a truly adequate theory based in practice

~and capable of guiding that practice

The kind of social theory of 1anguage variation we
envision, would be based upon a unitary analysis of

language and society. It would; by necessity, be

" dialectical, materialist; and‘historioalbin order to

deal productively and. concretely with the relations

‘among the forms, the constsnt struggles among them, and .

the development of new forms according to soc1a1 needs..

It would also have to be flexible enough to respond to

the shifting nature of social reality And most important{

it would have to be 'self-aware' An that it would have

to recognize its owpn sooial nature and its vulnerability
o |

1

to 'social process..
By way of illustrating.the kinds of issues with

which this theory would be concerned in trying to account
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for language variation, we will examine three critical
areas which have been neglected by traditional linguistic
analyses | |

-

1. the role of the scientific paradigm or ideology

- in. determining the way language variation is
 treated | | )
.. | 2. the social creation of categories on'the basis
| of which language variation is‘identified
$ ) E v ﬂ%' the social significance or meaning manifested

in language variation.:

7.1 Science and ideology

The"general perception of. science, especially by

lay people is as "an exact and impartial analysis of the

facts" (Conant 1951: 22) The assumption that. science is

obJective and ideology free is 'S0 accepted in/our society

that many researchers retreat behind it and refuse, on the.

one hand, to consider certain phenomena to fall within

the realm of science because they are ideologically

'ta1nted %nd on the other hand, fail to see the 1deologiCal
' frame ‘which encloses their own scientific practlce 19

ThlS conception of science comes directly out of the

positivist and empiricist schools of philosophy which

were current during the l9th century when scientific

discovefy'and industrialization were advancing hand in K JI

hand. In order to understand better ‘the’way variation

has been dealt with, it is important to examine the




and materialists.

' the actual, certain ekacth useful and relational all -
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positivist/empiricist tradition amd its implications
for the world-view and practice\éf both natural and

social scientists

) 7.1.1_‘Positivist/empiricist phi10sophy

Positivism was first fotmulated by August Comte,

-a_19th century French.philosopher'and sociologist, as-

a solution to_the controwersy waged between {dealists

' 20 '.According to Comte's éourse of ‘

Positive Philosophy (1830442) this approach is above

: both idealism and materialism and represents science

_Positivism.maintains that human understanding is.

-

. limited and that it,is useless to try and comprehend

the 'essence' of things rather what understanding we

are capable of fust. cpme solely from experience

which is defined as *that which is felt or -observed by

.. the senses.

- Comte, -borrowing heavily from Condorcet and Saint-
Simon,. described human social and intellectual evolution-
as having passed through a theological and metaphysical

stage, and saw a new stage--the positive or scientific-- -

" as characterizing the-developments of his day'and'the- | -

future.21 "Positive' to Comte meant an orientation to .

of which ostepsibly characterize that knowledge which is
obtained via systematic observation |
Positivism, in the Comtean sense, did not acquire

much of a following; however,'positivistic_thinking, as . -

64
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:resuscitated by:Durkheim (minus the social stages) and.
passed on to ‘the logical positivists of the Vienna Circle -
N ©~ in the early 20th century{ survives today and forms the
philosophical-base of current scientich practice.
Giddens (1978) describes the general positivist paradigm
as including the following '
| ' B © - 1. Belief in phenomenalism, i.e. realitv = sense' P
| | fimpressions' |
Z.Z,Aversion to metgphysics o
3. View that phi10sophy is apart from and foreign
to science : - ; ) -
‘ ‘ 4. Belief in dua#itv of fact andfvalue,.iﬂé. ., h ;'
- | ~ sdience ¥ ideflogy ¥ g:g : .- | ]
5.‘ Belief ‘in unliy of natural and social sciencesz2
" In addition, positivism'denies causal:necessity; denies
the existence of ohjective reality, and denies the o
possibility of a science that.tan do more than describe
sensation. Although positivism appears to be a materialist '

stance, by denying objective reality anﬁ clinging to

.the‘idea that there are unknowables positivism leaves
\\open the door to faith and theorbgy, in other words
E 1dealisn . - ‘ o T | |
| | These positivistfnotions are closely allied to - ‘ o
empiricist thin%ing also current during the same period |
| Empiricism (pankicularly the materialigt variety of o
Hobbes and Locke) developed in opposition ‘to the

rationalist (#hough religious) views of philosophers

. . f . N .
“ | | - bS
- ' f I - ‘.“ ; i
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like Descartes who belittled experience and observation-.

' ah misleading and who contended that knowledge/éomes only

hrough reasoning Empiricism maintains that: reason ‘cannot

be trusted’and that the only knowledge that exists is

"u'that which we directly perceive via our .genses. 23

._( Idealist empiricism, typified by the- work of the

agnostic Hume, and the empirio criticism of Mach ‘and
Avenarius concurred w1th Comte in the limitation of .

'experience’ to the sensations ar impressions we get
~about existence, without recognition of the concretej
material base of these sensations _ Following this line
of logic, Mach asserted that physics is. the study of the
laws and connections of sensations, rather ‘than matter or
forces. o | d

Lenin made very explicit: the severe drawbacks of thiS'f

kind of thinking in his Materialism and empirio- criticism

(1909) . First of all, by giving primacy to sensations
over matter and reducing _thing to 'mental symbol for a'
complex of sensations the positivist/empiricist |
philosophies reiterate Bishop Berkeley/s subjective
idealism of 200 .years previous which led him only to
solipsism, or-the position that since everything is the
product’ of my mind, I am the only thing that exists As
Lenin pointed out, both scientific inquiry and common

sense recognize sensation as one of the properties of

matter--''the transformation of external excitation into
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the fact ofﬂconSciousnessf’(51)..;In\dtber words,'practice
itself indicates'that things‘do exist independent of our

A tnongnts or\sensations; and lay pebple and'scientists.both
organiae their. lives . .around this fact| %Secondly, the
denial of objective reality of matter reflected Ey our
Zsensations goes contrary to scientific discovery and leads

" . only to agnosticism and-scepticism: Third,.the denial \\ |
‘of the.role of human reason in the attainment of knowledge\\\\

reduces homo sapiens to a. mere receptor rather than a

. \'\ :
\producer of understanding and is an- inherently reactionary . N
pdsition
Habermas (1971) takes this last point even further | _ .

and shows that a major problem with positivist/empiricist
thinking lies in its claim to 'objectivism,' which gires - \
the.illﬁsion of an‘indgpendent world-of facts ?nd'lawsﬂ

and conceals the a priori constitution of facts. .'Eacts'

. are social'constructs and.do_not'exist per se until humans
’designate them. (This will be taken up further in the
next section of this paper.)

| In:tﬁg U.S., the positivist/empiricist paradigm was
further complemented by pxagmatism,las exemplified by_tne
thinking of Charles Peirce, William James,. and John Dewey.
Pragmatism, the philosophical offspring of- capitalism
denies that there is any real ?truth' or. knowledge to be

found outside of the individual experience.;-Science is

valuable not as a reflection or explanation of any




' are most useful to them.

'objective'reality but rather as a utilitarian instrument

for anticipating future experience and achieving certain

ends . 24 This attitude replaces 'truth‘ with usefulness
understood in terms of individual experience or consciOus-
ness, not social practice on' the general human scale, and '_
permits the\promulgation of different and even contradictory

explanations of the universe, if these are what individuals

_experience as true in their lives Under this kind of

-

-pluralism individuals can profess those beliefs which

25 L .

lt is_thus a b1end of positivist, empiricist, and

‘pragmatist notions that, as Habermas puts it, has held

a 'cognitive monopoly' ‘in much of (non-Marxist) Western

‘scientific'thought. The predominant tendency within
- science today can be characterized as a generaliZed

*skepticism with #e¢spect to the possibility of finding

out why things happen a disengagement from social issues
and an overriding ‘concern with technical questions%.'The
émphasis on the aécumulation of 'facts' and_postulation

of theories-to be verified'and granted the' status of

'laws has created an intellectual atmospherevin which

it is very easy for the scientist (both natural and social)
to forget the larger social/ideological picture. Scientific
inquiry has become inCreasingly specialized and the focus.'
of work made smaller and smaller, all in the search for

ever more detailed descriptions of ever more disconnected

68
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The development of lingulstics is a case in: p01nt

From the brqad philological beginnings of. the d1scip11ne

in which language was- seen as part of an overall social

drama and unfolding of human potentaal _we have now -

1?

'reached the p01nt where many llnguists explicitly or

implicitly view language as separate erm society,

- connected through Certain correlations it is true, butizf

12 4

constltuting a game all in itself. : | l

Yetxthis is not the only way to view ~science nor

.the world There does ex1st an alternative one that is

"a particularly good candidate for a soc1al theory of

language variatlon because of its focus upon soc1al process

and change
. ' -
7 l 2 Dlalectlcal and historical maierialism

Dialectical materialism was created by Marx and

Engels in the late 19th century and further developed in

'the beginning of this century by Lenin and other Marx1sts 3

. sees matter as primary and thought as secondary.

[4

It is concerned w1th the general laws of evolution of

1 Y
nature society, and thought It approaches phenomena - >

dlalectically, i. e., in terms of their: relatlon (or

‘ opposition) to*other phenomena within a. constant process .

of, deve10pment and change. dt 1ig materialist ‘in that it/”/ /f
]
Dialectical materialism maintains ‘that nothing is

unknowable~ it is merely not known to us at this time
oy

69 | - ’é
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Unlike positivist/empiricist thinking, it sees the
_scientific method as a way of learning about the nature
~of things and achieving greater -mastery over the world. -
Dialectical materialism is‘emoirical yet not mechanical.
It recognizes the relationship betWeen our reason and the
material world and consideri.sense experience, inferenpe
) and judgment as inseparable ‘from concrete reality, o -'__ \
productive processes, and‘social life. _

:Historical materialism is the application of dialectical
materialism to'society This approach.sees production as‘
the material foundation of human life and the social |
relations of production as the base*on which rests the ' '?f~. ~
~ ideological superstructure (the customs, politics, religion,
:thics, philosophy, esthetics, etc.). As Marr‘said, "It
is not the consciousness of men that ‘determines their
'existence' but, on the contrary, their'social“existence

determines their consciousness" (Critique of political ~

economx 1904 ll) Thus ideas ‘have their roots in materialf
. conditions and are significant to the extent.that they
react upon these conditions and change them.

Dialectical and historical materialism are not just

con¢erned with how things are but how they are produced,

superseded, and further developed by humans, In other . ... = ]
: wor&s, they'are more concerned with understanding and
facilitating change than with merely interpreting it

More specifically, they;are concerned with kinds of

7%):'—. o - | | i




T 67

%understanding that h?lp the development of political

strategies "and for this reason are of particular interest
to us in our policy work.

- 1f we take a dialectical materialist approach to

-'language we see that linguistid variation is a manifestation

of the contradictions experlenced by humans in their daily A‘
lives. The’ material circumstances or interests of
individuals lead to differences ‘in language patterns and
these Linguistic differences are then utiljzed to perpetuate ‘

social differences in a circular, mutually_supportzve

- chain. Any variation. or change in language (no mdttér how

-«

'system-internal it appears) therefo;e.Stems ultimately
from changesgin the social activities and-relations of-
people (of which'language is a part)iand in turn affects
the nature of future activities and relations.

" What needs to be’investigated then is the nature of
- 1§ S :

this circular,process and the role of human agency in it.

Why do individuals' experience of thezeal world and their |
expression of that world through language vary in specific |
ways? Can this be altered in any way? More spedifically
if s001a1 differences cease to be 0perative will:language
variation disappear as well? We do not have the answers

to these questions nor (to our knowledge) have they been
adequately accounted for hy Marxist linguists at this

time. Yet the dialectical materialist approach appears

to offer more. than the positivist/empﬁricist approach in

x
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terms of possible solutions.
7;1.3, Summarz | |
As we have seen in this 8ection, the scientific

paradigm crucially alters ‘the kinds of questions one

asks and the kinds of evidence that are brought to /A\\\\i;

bear upon them. Beyond the selection of a particulgr
paradigm for reséarch, the importance of this lies in
the demonstration that scienge is not impervious to
.social'reality and.changes in thinking despite the
common misperception that science represents ultimate
. truth. |

7.2 The social creation and function of categories

Human communication or social interaction would be

allow us to speak of things and their. properties of

impossible without the utilization of categori

f_processea, sEructures, ani-elements, qualitative states

and quantitative relatiqns, number and measure, and
‘individual and collective entities They-are generalizations
out of concrete experience and afford us a way of handling

that experience. | ..

'Categories serve as a means of registering the

commonalities and unity perceived among phenomena for

given purposes and p.ovide a. kind of. shorthand.or lingua
franca for discussing jnd acting upon 'issues about which o

there are certain agree upon'asspmptions and understandings.

This is particularly true when it comes to Iechnical or

¥
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‘theoretical terms; hOWever; the manipulation of categories
« .
is not confined to philosophical or learned discourse. i

Categories present an interesting philosophical

- problem which ¢an be seen in everyday interactional
settings--that of their relation to'significancee\or’

' meaning and to ideology While reflection may bring

about an awareness %f the arbitrary nature of categories

| and their function as symbols for a package of significances

f
'and distinctions, each apprOpriate to a given circumstance

. daily practice tends toward an unquestioning acceptance

of categories as having some precise, universal, a—historical
meanings; a fa11acy'which leads to numerous practical and
theoretical_probiems. Along with this unquestioning
attitude comes a denial of the ideological nature .of
categories, especially when ecientific terminology.isv
involved. This brings us back to the issues_discussed in-
the last section

In dealing with linguistic and cu1tura1 variation one
is obliged to confront.at some level the nature of categories
because it is via these categories that variation is |
identified as such. Unless there has been some socjial

agreement on ‘norms, there can be no assessment of phenomena

- . . . K . . N )
as—varying—£rom—eheee—aermef——ﬂnd—therern"itESfcne Trux

.-

of the matter. How are these norms established and by

whom an? for what' purp03es?

A

. -Posigivistic thinking assumes that the object -of study
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_consists of positively given facts (observable, empirical
data), with analysis being the isolation’ and bringing i-_ ) ‘
out of specific characteristics via controlled observation | |
. and measurenent. 5However,_these_;positisely-given' facts
~do nQt gctually come to us ‘directly--rather, tﬁeyﬂare
mediated'throngh_fixed, unanaIyzed categories whic
‘structure our anerience, often without us knoWing it,
These'categories are produced by hnmans Just like the
societal relations wbich_they express, and tney are.jnst
' as'subBect to change'and historical'conditionsJ They
must be gnalyzed in terms of thelr historical roots
their reSation to pré‘lnt material conditions, their o
change, Xd the effect of developments in our thinking
on their j&ange i y

The positivist/empiricists utilize categories primarily
to institutq classifications 0T taxonomies, which are
derived from.certain correlations found to obtain among
--phenomena. However, this appéoach is based upon atomistic
and static Vi§WSKof,rea1@ty and requires that the categories
be seen as wholl& abstract, relatively decomtextualized,
and indepen?entf&n order to establish extrinsic relations
© . of inter;correl tions among disparate phenomena.

Categories are vital to the organization of social .
life. As Sapir‘(i921) and VWygotsky (1934) pointed out,
- communicatgon réquxfes the generalization of individual

consciousness in uniij agreed upon by society. Phenomena

f J

\,
‘\- - \ . . .

7




71

occur locally ;nd traqsiently,_aﬂd we understand their -

éignificance only when we view them in the context of
f-3

othér phenomena which We-détErminé éocially’to be simllar
or distinct ffom the first. 1In grder t9/work~with'tﬁe |
phenomena (éﬁdftalk and tﬁink éBout them), we.cpllectively
disregard qertain differences which we agree are not
importaﬂf to our goals of the ﬁoment and create thé
illusion by.the use of - a catggof} that the phénomena .

possess an essential character bf common quality which

,we'will utilize as representative of all the concrete

occurrences,
Therefore categories are social grtifices, heuristics.

that we construct to -help us carry out our social life

"and relations and our science. They do not cérrespond

directly to reality prectsely because reality is so

variable and diverse that it would be intellectually and

socially uneconomical to pfoceés each and every occurrence

as‘ﬁnrelated'té any others. In oﬁheé words, we create
categories in order t6 deal proquctively with the feeming
Variet& of life. | |
However, cateéories are more than just the pigeon-holes-
for data that a positivist/empiricist viewpoint would have

us believe.

Like the abstractions on which they are based,
categories are products of .society; they both 4
express social conditions and through their
influence on thought and action help to repro-
duce them. - (Ollman 1979:109)

s |




.distinctiohs, and changes 2
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The categories we’ create and the way we manipulate them
are a manifestation of our intdrests and - concerns, our
socilal position, our-purposes in_a giveg_interaction, etc.

They also tend to express the dominant ideology of the

‘*society

1

Qne of the biggest problems with categories is that

they become reified and treated as if they were the reality -

they represent. They take on a life of their own as their

' symbolic nature and social creation 1is forgotten One
_reSult of this within science is that category generation
‘becomes: confused with knowledge and taxonomies become

"replacements for theory building. Another resu1t is that

the categories become 8o fixed that'they limit the way
we see The worldland cause us to ignore crucial relations |
7 : ' -

. This 1is c1ear1y a problem within the natural sciences.

To paraphrase Engels in Anti- Duhring, there are no

irrecorcilable contradictions and no forcibly.fixed_

- boundary lines and distinctions. in nature' If we seem

to run up against them, it's because we have introduced

t-their rigidity and absoluténess.- Sometimés increased

k
1nformation about the world allows us to see our rig%ﬁity

.-and adjust it For example light and- e1ectricity were

categorized as separate phenomena until their relation as
manifestations of the same movement of charged particles .

was clarified. The natural sciences have responded

A

“ . 3 . T . : 0
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differently at different times in history to efforts.
to alter categories (witness the struggles around

geo- vs. “helio- centric astronomy, theories of evolution
‘and’ origin of species; Newtonian vs. relativ1stic physics ﬂ; .
etc ). Generally it is felt that such changes in |
categories (and world views) are the result of empirical

data which falsifies preceding theories and necessitates

thsoretical restructuring This;.of course, neglects .

the social milieu in which science is practicedyand the B

efflect which dominant social ideoiOgies have upon what is -

acdeptable within science. B |

'Within'the social sciences the issue of categories

isieven more cr1tica1 for unlike the natural- sciences,

the social sciences deal with pre- interpreted categorles
'already formed by and in meaningful conduct of human
SUngfts (Habermas 1971). For example,'anthropologistsi
discuss 'family, 'kinship,' and economy; categories
which they rarely analyze in terms of their‘relation to
general ufe within the society or to that of other: soc1eties -
The anthropologists are,caught up in their fixed categories
to such an éxtent that they end up assuming a homogeneity
which does ot realL;kexist ~ As. Barnett and Silverman
(1979) comme t, there are many structural and functionai'

differences ai;ng the referents in our own society'for the _

, and meaningful comparison with other
1 /
cu1tures is extremely difficult What actually happens,} v

,above categor

f. .
; . - 7




in many - céées is'that alternate approaches to culture or, . o a
theories of anthropology are compared rather than the- pe0p1e :
or cultures themselves. o ‘ 4 .

The ideoiogical nature of categoriesAin the social
sciences-can most clearly be seen in the deveiopment of N
' steréotypes- Stereotypes are particularly rigid categories
which are used to maintain social distincﬂgpns and limit ,
people s capacities to see their points of common struggle
Stereotypes deny the variable nature of social reality. #
Even:nore insidious is their‘grip'on people's attitudes--
. while - stereotypes can be scientifically disproved through
quantitative analysis, they are not easily shaken from
people s consciousness and belief systems. B
'\ Linguistic phenomena are often utilized in the
~ production of class, ethnic, or racial stereotypes We
tend to over-generalize and pérceive the occurrence or - . \\

non-occurrence of particular features or processes in

|
categorigal ways--e.g. they constantly code switch, or

never‘use\the subJunctive, or chop off all their words

etc.. Clearly the linguistic phenomena are not what is

under contention, but rather the peoplehood, or rights

of the group in question In a class society, it- is

. - .
particularly useful to keep people'divided at_as"many‘ A
points as po%sible,,and languége,-being sopintimatelyg i _ Y

tie up with thought and identity, 1s dn egpecially: - -

effective tool in convincing people’ that their differences.

‘.
-

o
*
\




are more salient than their similarﬁties' The'constant
‘arguing over the’ supposed superiority or inferiority of,
regional and class dialects and varieties as well as
f the debates concetning the dangers and deficits of
multilingualism are testimony to this

The/important thing in such a situation is to
analyze critically the rationales behind the 1inguistic
g stereotypes and whose purposes they are serving Along
with this must come a realistic assessment of whaththose
_ in'power-im our society have'determined as permissable
ways to succeed in this society, i.e. what linguistic
varieties are granted legitimacy_by the social gate-keepers
and powerQbrokers. Only with this information can a
response be crafted whether it is to strive for increased
" understanding SO that language varlation is not generated
and manipulated in this way, or to. change the power base
of the society so that no one will be in the position to

divide the masses of people through language or to equip

the ‘People with the necessary tools for playing the power .

z
J

game while preparing to undermine it. ‘
7}21‘Mz. | \ | .o . R
This section has attempted to i11ustrate thé importance v/' )
of examining the social creation of categories and their
relation to language variation. We have shown how language;:
as a social process requires the utiliaation of categories ‘

and also how the use of these categories is subjectnto

I
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- certain pitfalls, including the reification of the

categories and the subsequent 1gnoring of their social
constitution and ideological base, ‘In closing, we would

like to emphasize.that the‘predominant trend has been '

. to talk about categories as'if they only needed to be

described when the real issue’ is to dlscover how they

are made and for what purposes

7. 3 Language varlability and soc1al significance

Given that variability is the norm for human culture

“and 1anguage it is necessary to consider what of all the

'variation available for study is most 81gnificant Clearly,‘

in order to advance science, some variation has to-be put
a81de or 'we would become bogged down in the 1nf1nite
gradations of differences with no generalizable statements
at all, i.e. no science at .all. The natural sciences
routinely ‘exclude certain variations -and account for this
byﬂexpre381ng the outcomes of experiments measurements

and observations in terms of the particular conditions

-under which action was carried out, along with a Statistical

assessment of the range of pOSsible error or variability.

Variability is only significant if it affects the overall

measurements beyond the level con81dered tolerable.
~

When attempting to deveIOp a theory that will deal

with language variability as a social phenomenon we are

)1

less ‘interested in. significance as a statistical notion.

Our concern is rather with the people who live the variation.

’
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and the larger social milieu in which they (as well as

the researchers) are situated We want to know what :

-

' makes a social-difference what affects the way in which

[l

humans constitute themselves and the opportunities for
living their lives fully, and what is recognizable
important - and salient. ) - *

It is a difficult task to determine social significance,

as this is dependent on the nature and needs of" the group(s)

'concerned and thege may vary considerable over time, | (

| especially as theik materiah world changes We must

remember . that: just as humans create the.variability in
the language, so too they c%eate the significance which
R g - ] .

this variability_manifests._ Therefore'there can never .

~ be a final statement tRat: variability X =='significance Y".

‘l

It is not clear how social significance is granted
to particular variants or why certain variants are -
utilized to’communicate significance and others are not.

In Labov's work (1966 1972 a +.b) there is a iuggestion

that it is the individual who is responsible for the selection

of_variants. Labov depicts speakers alternately as romantic

+ figures bucking‘social-systems or change, or ruthless

climbers exploiting linguistic variance for sacial benefit.

Similarly;‘Goffman (1967) views'personal motives and needs

of individuals involved in the presentation of self as

"thermining the choices among variants. In nelther of these

two lines of study is there any real analysis- of the social

\
.
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forces whiéh eonstitute the individuals; rather,individualsv
are idealized-andwisolated_from society,. ’

A dialeetieal'materialist approaoh would'have to
view the individual as a sociafiy constituted ‘active

agent 1iving out social contradictions and shaping and

being shaped by the world Individuals have particular
~ 1life histories which distinguish them- however, 'they

are. members of social groups and act within the boundaries

for behavior established by those groups This behavior

(and the groups themselves) change constantly as do their

needs to register certain things as important or meaningful

in their relations.

This calls-for an. assessment of ‘the social needs and‘

.goals of the-: group -and the. ‘means at their disposal for

~

fulfulling these. Such an assessment is rarely, if ever,
made in traditional 1inguistic studies (linguists usualIy

feel that this fa11s within the purview of political

 economy or.sociologj); homevér,'the payoff would appear .

to be great. For example, if we knew something about °

t'we'woufd gain someiinsight into what is important and

meaningful to its people and what sorts of categories

28. We would be ab1e to

will be- significant to them
understand better what is valued and what counts. . Knowing

that language variation is often utilized as demarcator

of oategories of concern, we cquld then focus upon how it
4 4 . '
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[T

‘ héars thé weight of symbolicaliy'tfansmitting the

.

’V-preoccupations and distinctions of the group. Knowing,

" a ‘ . . o ._ .
' too, that linguistic demarcators serve to reimforce

dLstinctions important ta the cﬁlture as a whole, we

S can direct our aﬂtention to the mechanisms by which

ideological distinctlons penetrate a11 aspects of social
1ife- The danger to avoid wou1d be any s1mplistic or -
de;erministic explanation of significance .as solely

roq;ed in’ economic conditions

7
.

,-{“_ T attempting to dea1 with the significance of-the

variation or the signiflcance communidatedsby it, we

' wpuld have to keep in mind that the social meaning

“Efecedes the lingulstic forma;-the forms are merély an .

arbitrary, though effective way of carrying the meaning
P (

: To .put it mote concrétely, 1f there are, let us say, -

'"xual or gender [gistinct,ions in speech (e.g. pronouns

A
4

ofnaddress , code seiection lexical ch01ce etc ), it is -
] w, .

“bﬁCause those distinctéqns are important to the 3pcial

= . agenda of the group, perhaps to its maintenancﬁ and the

language variation has been utilized to further emphasize

this ép -othet’ words, the. 1anguag£\forms can teyﬂ us a

o [

greatsdeal about<what is signlficant to a people; but o
é%ﬂt z%ﬁpificance is derived from brgader cultural concerns 29

vr\

dies of narration (cf Rosaldo 1982- - ) have

..

demonstraged t .t what people choose to. tell's;ories abdut

| reVeaﬂgwa Lot abbut what is important to them. In addition,

Y




.to avoid being dragged down by the multiplicity of o ’

-meaningful distinctions are borne by the. linguistic forms.

- approaches now existing are not social mor are they

80

howqthose stories are told, what‘is"foregroundedl back-

grounded; omitted, referred to obliquely, assumed, etc. - *

" can also point to critical features of the culture. In I

order to interpret these narratives we need to have a

-

sense of the cultural norms, expectations and values
[ ]

L3
of the narrators and’ in turn the. narratives’ teach us more

about the nature of the culture. (This is taken up~at

greater length in the work on nafratives piesented

elsewhere in Ehis Teport.) _ ; o '. :
-_731 Summary . ' - .
. ) * ".
In sum, we have tried to indicate the necessity of s

sorting‘out what ldnguage variation is meaningful in order : y B

forms and diversity of patterns: This is only possible 5
with a careful assessment of the economic and ideological
bases of the speakers and of the n'anisms by’ which

+

8'0 Ganlusion - C o : ;' i e .

C . > .

-

This Paper has sought to demonstrate that a: social )
theory of language wariatjon is necessary and that the
T
adequate to understand the phenomenon We have .done this
by revieaiqg critically the current treatment o£—language
variability within language relatedudisciplines ‘and ‘then h

ﬁocusing on séveral themes Which have not been adeq&atelyl

Q . - .. .
donsideredsbut which we feel are vital to the creation of e

. - '

. " -l.’/' .
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’
a_soeial theofy of 1anguage-variability—fnamelx the effect
of the acientific paradigm ot.ideology-selected upon.the

way variability is treated, the aocial creation and .
manipulatidnlog'the pategdries whteh allow us to even

speak of ‘variation,' and the manifestation of social .*m;.,MMm“w
: significancelo.r meaning througl variable li'nguistic

forms. - SRRV .k |

| o+ In examining variation in'language, welwere motiVated.

by mnre than intellectual curiosity; Onr conviption,is'

that we need to do more than,describe or even ex%tain

variation just because it is there. Rather we contenq.h .
that such knowledge is useful for 1mproving the lives of
people for changing social conditions so that people can |
}ive out their full potentials. , |

While we cannot spe11 out an exact agenda for thlS
social theory of variation we have concluded that:
| . 1. the dualism of language and society is non-productive .

and tnvalid and has halted the" theoretical development <
of language study; ' ‘

2;J a dialectical . and hlstorical materialist approach
avoids and in fact explicitly tejects this dualism,
and has a great deal to offer the study of language

WVariabilit? as a;social phenomenonh; and
. 3. thewstndy df langnage variability as a social

phenomenon must;necesaarily include the study of

human agents who‘dreate_the variability, give it

. " .._'“" R 85
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sogial meaning, and use it for social purposes..

Amoﬁgﬁihese human agents to be examined are

. " also the researchers.

."
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-1We should"note in passing that variability plays an
lmportant role in the so-called 'hard' sciences as well,
particularly biology. Se¢ Osborné, (1959) and Claridge

- (1973) on genetic bases fdr hiological variations.

2These areas were selected bécause, they are relevant to
the formulation of language policy and because they hadve
figured prominently in our training and our work, thus
- permitting a relatively informed commentary. :
3More specifically, if honetically similar variants can
be shown to be in compgementary distribution (i.e. found
in mutually exclusive environments) and linked in the
native speaker's perception to some underlying form,
then they are regarded as allophones of a.particular
honeme (e.g. syllable final [p'] and syllable initial
_ ph] with relation to phoneme /p/ . ‘1f, on the.other hand
those_ variants distinguish words of different meanings (as
do [p] and [b] , they are considered distinctive or separate
phonemes. # g . ‘
éBell (1976:36) defends inherent vari, bility as necessary: °
- "Inherent wvariability has too a cruggal“role in linguistic
"change, since without it individual freedom of choice

= would be lacking; -each form irrevocably tied to some

-~

.7 :elnternal.ot. external conditioning factor, making change
. impossible." < .

o N ,jf?E? Bgileﬁﬁk1966)‘developed_afpolylectal grammar within ..

v¥<£5\frlfche,TG'fﬁ_mdﬂﬁrk;¢;The grammdar was based on the assumption

SN, thab allfﬂaffetiesfomeredle_wefe describable via the same

:?*1*'.:'j/?mJphfaSé”ﬁtruéﬁdxezand*transformational rules, with variation

~.ﬂmOccurrihgﬁiﬁ;d&rphophongmicustfﬁctureab§'means of readjust-
i f@@ptﬁtqlqsyf~Whilé=thisi@orpbeme,variénts model did not
- . bacome part of ‘established theory, it did give impetus to

;f~}3?_?' Eheﬂipﬁﬁpcigatioﬁgjgf vér@gtionﬁwithin a TG paradigm,

?%Accqxdihg to Hymes (1980), one other issue must be addressed,
~and Ehat ‘is a social -ofie«x-how salient is the variable? Do
speakersighare an awareness of the stigma or prestige which

-Warks ‘the wariable? - Thig:brings up the question long argued

o

" 'Within linguistic theory of whether rules should ke psycho-
- logically,real tofspeakers in order to be valid. This is
seldom if'é%%r?discussed in variable rule studies.
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7Chomsky's notion of linguistic competence contrasts severely
with Hymes' concept of communicative competence which -
involves the ability to use the sentences produced appro-
priately in the correct social situation. - Such competence
- by necessity varies from person to person. This does not
mean, however, that any attempts at generalizations must
be abandoned, since individuals are socialized within social
structures. -Thus, there is a unity of individual differences
,  which allows us to speak about the communicative repertoire
' of an entire group. . -
8e should note here that idealization of some kind is
unavoidable, even in sociolinguistic.research which claims
to stay close to the 'raw' data. In reality, *it is impossible
. to gather truly 'raw' data, as data comes to the observer ’
filtered through his. enses and: cognitive processes which
segment reality in certain ways (Schane 1973).

The. collection process is a further idealization of initial
facts and thus a partial analysis., This idealization is an
inherent reality for any science which attempts to describe
non-discrete entities in terms of discrete units of analysis,
~ The problem is not how to rid ourselves 'of such idealization,

' but rather to.determine how much is necessary for an adequate
explanation of the phenomena. Traditional ahd generative
linguistics have called for high levels of idealization, while
sociolinguistics has required far less. - -

9The-universalist would claim that the common thread running
through this variability is the adult language which is knewn
to al% acquirers. Yet recent experimental studies of adult
language belie the notion that adult knowledge of grammar

1s homogeneous (Gleitman and Gleitman 1970).

10The extent to which 'normally developing' children may use
apparently 'unproductive' or regressive forms.across the course
of development has not been ful%y explored. However, Smith
(1973) documents recidivism in phonology, in which léss mature -
surface forms are produced. It seems quite likely‘that similar

L d

phenomena would occur in other aspects of language.
At least in traditional ethnography. This would not hold for
interpretive models. _

12Thé historical particularist approaéh was characterized by .

detailed, ethnographically-based documentation of cultural - &
developments for a particular culture within a given' historical -
period. The particularists tended to avoid theoretical synthesis
or generdlization, feeling that only with the accumulation .of ;
masses of historical data could any theoretical statements be
made, They saw their work as complementary to the historical
comparative approach common in linguistics during the latter

half of the 19th century and the early 20th century. '

»
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13The configurationalist approach described groups in terms \\““j
of configurations of major psychological traits. The - o
emphasis was on cultural consistency. . Ruth Benedict's
Pat@ern of Culture (1934) concluded that each culture o
selects from an Infinite variety of possible behaviors, and
the resulting patterns sometimes conform to particuldr con-
figurations. Margaret Mead was greatly. interested in
individuals within a group as illustrative of national
character. . She took Her theoretical support from the .-
linguistic model which utilized single informants to produce

. entire grammars, -unfortunately failing to recognize (as did
the structural linguists)the variability provided by those

indéviduals even in relatively small populations (cf. Harris
968) . : ' ' ‘

14Kroeber's approach was to develop lists of trait element or
basic regional categories of modes of subsistence as related
to ecological factors. His painstaking ethnographic surveys
led him to conclude like Boas_that generalizations were
unprofitable as the interactions of culture and environment
were too complex and too group-specific (Kroeber 1939:205).
15The British school of social anthropology emphasized .
intensive fieldwork and analysis of synchronic functional
relations. The functionalist approach is characterized by

by search for significant social laws and a stress upon social
structures as primary in determining cultural behavior. The
functionalist laws, however, were based on synchronic data

and neglected change and evolution. Firth (1961) turned to
the study of variations in social structure in order to
understand social change because as he said: "Structural
analysis dlone cannot interpret social change' (35). : '
Malinowski, perhaps the best known of British social anthro-
poligists, emphasized biophysical needs as the driving force
behind sex roles and family structure. "He, like many other
anthropologists during the decline of British colonialism,
stressed cohesion and continuity of the cultures found within
the empire and avoided questions of variation, conflict, ¢

struggle, and .change.

16'I;he French structuralists took their theoretical lead from

the Prague linguists (e.g. Trubetzkoy, Jakobson) who had
developed an analysis of speech sounds which categorized the
infinite phones in terms of ‘binary oppositions of distinctive.
features. This approach allowed the operationalization of
deeper structures, and moved Lévi-Strauss to the study of
underlying forms and relations of items, as well as the ‘nature
of general and .invariant reldtionships, in his work on kinship ™
terms. Lévi-Strauss constructed a formal taxonomy of kinship
types which a}lowed him to identify new patterns and compare

4

\
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‘them to others. Unfortunately, he never analyzed the »
" prticulation between the types and other- social. structureg, y
4 nor did he account for internal variation. Even more critical
povas his failure to see that this structure does not have a
"-life of its own except “as human agents act out their lives
and create that' structure. S « )

17ris (1968) .retorts this is just the old ethnography with

afiore operationalized and mentalistic bent. .
_ § o N .

} 18The speech event list of components says nothing about human
agents producing their relations through struggle,: conflict,
cooperation, or any other means. The ethnography of speaking
presumes a normative social model, tends toward determinism,
and is a-historical. in perspective. - '

19Clearl.y this is not the case for all. Social scientists /
-like Searle, Geertz, Ricoeur, and Kuhn would not subscribe
to this view of scientific practice, nor would a socially
aware natural scientist like Gould.

" 20The teérms 'idealist' and 'materialist' are used here in their.
- philosophical senses, not the commonly undernstood notions of
. being guided by ideals, on the one hand,'an? material gain,
on the other. 1Idealist philosophy sees the/mind, ideas,
spirit*as primary, whether that be in that case of subjective .
idealism, the sensations or consciousness of the individual -
" mind, or in the case of objective idealism, a super-human '
mind or will independent of man. This kind of thinking
characterizes theology and was especially predominant during
feudalism. Materialist philos phy views matter as. primary
and thought as secondary.- While materialist views have
~existed since ancient times, they came t prominence with
the development of capitalism and the concomitant development
of industry and natural science. Most scientists today
spontaneously adopt a materialist stance in their practice,
\ : though they.may ‘consciously deny it as such and are inconsist-
ent in so-doing. A popular philosophical theme today (cf.
Bertrand Russell) is that idealism and materialism are both S
wrong, and that a middle ground is necessary. However, it -
is difficult to see how there could be a middle ,ground since
the two approaches are mutually exclusive. Clearly, this
brief explanation does not do the terms justice and does not
even begin to deal with the many variants, especially the _
crucial differences among mechanistic, metaphysical, dialectical,"
and historical materialism. - For more elucidation of these
terms, see Selsam (1949), Politzer (1976). '

2lcomte also utilizéd_these présumed stages as an illustration
of the slow, inevitable, evolutionary nature of social process,
and to reject the notion of revolution or abrupt change.

a0
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| Habermas (1971) points out that Comte's stages were really

o . \a wag of justifying science's belief in itself by construing
- the history of the species as a history of the realization
. of the positive spirit. ° e ‘

22This belief comes more from social scientists (particularly
phenomenalists ) than from natural scientists. There has
been. an implicit assumption among intellectuals and lay
people alike that the so-called 'hard' sciences are more

sclentifig’' because they coynt, catalogue, and ‘accumulate -
facts under supposedly controlled conditions. This has had™
~serious implications for the development of théssocial
sciences, and the history of these disciplines:has been
characterized by a quest for ways of making ideas, attitudes, -
mental states, and other. 'fuzzy' phenomena agtain empirical

- status and thus convey upon soéiag sciencé the legitimacy’

. of 'real' science. A case in point is psyﬁﬁology, which has.
had great difficulties "in establishing itself as a science
given the problems inherent in objectively or quantitatively
probing the mind. For that reason, behaviorist. psychology _

“was so popular--all human behavior could be accounted for - -
by simple stimulus-response mechanisms. S

23Despite their apparent opposition, both rationalism and
empiricism fail to see knowledge as a social construct.
They. are egocentric in that they situate knowledge within
the individual rather than as the result of social interaction.:

28pejirce described pragmatism as ''the principle "that every
theofetical judgement expressible in a sentence in the
indicative mood is a confused form of thought whose only
meaning, ‘if it has any, .liés, in its tendency to ‘enforce a
corresponding practical maxim expressed as a conditional
sentence having its ‘apodosis in the imperative mood" .
(Lectures on Pragmatism V, 18). - '

2This is particularly useful as a'philosbphical justiffqafion

for capitalism and imperialism.

26Along with this comes'a failure to recognize that the :
scientist is part and parcel of the social reality and of ‘
the science .being greated. Scientists play an important role
in. the advancement of the class interests of those in power
and in the maintenance of certain claseé relations. Every
aspect of their work, from the way they are trained, the -

» funding of research, the selection of research questions, to , : .
the ‘publication and dissemination of ‘any research findings, ' -7
is governed by larger social processes and, in turn, has
its effect on social relations. Yet when conditions are
right, scientists can assist in changing social reality with

. the "knowledge they creéate. .

o 91
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Wolf (1982:6-7) shows how this is very much the case in
historical analysis. 'By endowing nations, societies, or
cultures with the qualities of 'internally homogeneous and
externally distinctive and bounded objects, we create a
model of the world as a global pool hall in which entities
spin off each other like so many hard and round billiard.
balls..... The habit of treating named entities such as
Iroquois, Greece, Persia, or the United,States as fixed
entities opposed to one another by stable internal archi-
tecture and external boundaries interferes with our:ability
to understand their mutual encounter and confrontation."

. Bonilla (1983) illustrates how this has been done with .

28

29

the category lHispanic

0f course, there is the as yet unresolved problem of how
to ascertain a group's priorities which it may not be able
to articulate itself, .

In this regard we also need to examine cases in which there
have -been changes in the ideological system (due to revolutions
or other social upheavals), where distinctions that once were
.critical are no longer so, or-the more usual case where there
is competition between new and old beliefs and, as a result,
variation among the hew and old linguistic forms that mark

. the beliefs. Cases of particular concern to us in the study

of language minorities in the U.S. would be colonial and
neo- colonial situations and mass migrationms.

-
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III. Defini'ng‘u » ' o ‘

b At the outset of thlS prOJect _we were still working . | )

.

F:,through many of ghe issues presented in the preceding chapter R
We continued to view the structural depiction of the 1anguage- .

o “» ' : A
':__{repert01re of the Puerto Rican speech community as a maJor ; D

priority in the nesolution (or at least clarification) of DTS

’
-

4 its educational problems As a result we launched two
pilot 1nvestigationseaimed at providing us - w1th préliminary

-~ information about the vowel system and prosodic system of

'da variety we had not yet eramined - Puerto Rican English.

We were primarily interested_inhascertaining whether.
the English spoken by Puerto Ricans in the U.S. could be
defined solely in terms of features‘pf the loca1 vernaculars
with which it comes in gontact, or whether_there is a
specific configuratkn1of features (historically derived
from Black English,'standard English, local vernacniar,
and perhaps Puerto Rican Spanish) which both uniouely

. defines Puerto Rican English and distinguishes it from _
these other varieties '

The two papers-which resulted fall within the quanti-
tat1ve sociolinguistic paradigm which characterized our
earlier work and which we have s0 soundly critiqued in the

v last chapteru The reader'should bear in mind that: they
| represent a specific point 1n the development of our thinking.

They are\included here to complete the record and provide

an instru¢tive contrast to the rest of the report.
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S Their major llmltatlon lies in assuming that llnguistlc

*

_elements can or qpould be analyzed apartﬁfrom one another

and the dlscourse context If Puerto Rlcan Engllsh ex1sts

. . ‘ )
as, a dlstinct variety, it can only be dequately characterlzed

by an approach wh1ch looks at the overlaying of many features

31mu1taneously and*sees the variety as the soc1a1 product

4

-~of its speakers as people.

»

”
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THEC-ENGLISH VOWEL, SYSTEM OF PUERTO RICAN NEW YORKERS

, A Wiiliam Labov, John Myhill, and Alicia Pousada
‘1.0 Introduction\ - : ! : "

. New York Crty has hlstorlcally served as p01nt of

* entry. for many 1mm1grant groups as well as mecca for U.S.
c1tizens of a11-reglons. Eacb arr1v1ng group exerted its
partionlar_influende upon the metropolltan economy and
cnlture, resniting in a great diversity of spciai'and
.linguis%ic-behavidr -« .

[ - - W1th1n this mu1t1 ethnic and multlllngual settlng,
a varlety of Engllsh developed whlch 11ngu1%ts refer to
. | as New York City English because it represents the speech

? _Bf.many area residents (regardless of backgroupd)'and can

be distinguished from that heard in other regions*by certain

! features, ameng them vowel sounds. 1 thile thedp s con-
31dérab1e var1at10n within the N. Y C. speech-cdhnunity,

- it is paGtefned and occurs along: def1nab1e SOC1a1 and

styhistic ‘dimensions. In\short it represents a

-.heterogeneous system. New arrivals to the c1ty “have,

-

traditionally been absorbed into this system after an | ) -

initial period of diﬁferentiation (see Labov 1966 and
'1972b for a diSCUSSiOHoOf Jew1sh and Italiar patterns).

Blacks represent an exception to this sltuation‘
The rac1a1 and class barriérs. in the United States

" have effectively prevented the Black p0pu1ation from

*
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:participatihg in the social and ec mic mainstreamj

and the separateness of Black Eng1:::\Vernacu1ar (BEV)
111ustrates ‘this process (see Labov 1972a). 1In the large
Vorthern cities, when Blacks me;e away from BEV, heCause
of the influences of formal education, they move toward
“the standard represented by the Speech of the nat10na1
'broadcast-media and do not tend to acqu1re the features
" of the local vernacular.

Puerto Ricans appear to occupy an ihterﬁediate
position in all of this, oscillatihg betweeh the
influences of the Black vernacular, on the one hand, and
the white vernacular, on the other. .Because of their
. workihg»class position, their nOn;Yhite status, and their
geographic.proximity to Blacks in urban poor neighborhoo&s,
Puerto R1cans have assimilated many features found in’
the Engllsh of Black Speakers Then agaln, because of
their recourse to another language (Spahish) and another
homeland (Puerto Rico), which makes them more like .
traditional European immigrants and'their mixed racial
heritage, which has permltted some degree of 1dentif1cat10n
with white as opposed to Black culture Puerto Rlcans
have 1ncorporated certain features associated w1§h the
speech of white New Yorkers.

.Puerto Rican_Engiish has been investigated only
: spdradically and incompletely. During the 60's, when

- ' : . .
linguists turned their attention to the speech of

-

I 4

\



to this situation. 'The one year study of the Puerto
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mihority groups, in particuler Blaeke; Puerto Ricens
represented-a érowing percentage of drben populatibns
Their interaction with Blacks brought them some share _ -
of the 11ngulst1c spotllght ‘but there was 11tt1e
coneerted effort to describe the varlety_spoken by
Puert'o Ricans except” as it reflected the infiuen‘ce Aof.
Black English. | .
Labov (1966) is a deseriptioﬁ'of'thegSpeech of
New-York Cit;,based upon-a sample drawn%from &orking;and

m1dd1e class re31dents in the Lower East Side. A good

portlon of the sample resulted from 1q£9rﬂants 1dent1f1ed

by the’ Moblllzatlon for Youth PrOJect wh1ch cooperated :

w1th Labov s team. About a third of these informants

were Puerto Rican. Labov recognized the impbrtahce of

. this groub for the:sociai'etﬁdy of the area; however,
as 'very few Jad grown up in this country with English

. as, their native language, they were not included in

hd .

the sample. - R _ '
In Labov, Cohen, Robihs, and Lewis - (1968),
Puerto Rican youths were included in the examination of

non-standard English because they were members of the . '

same gangs as the/ Black youths Who were the focus of

‘the study.' However, their speech was not given any >

W
special attention. '

»

Labov and Pedraza (1971) was intended as a remedy

s
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_located 1ts 1nformants thr0ugh the cooperatlon of a

104

‘s

Rican youths and adults involved uith the Neighborhood

Youth Corps in the South Bronx-attemptéd,to gethat the

nature of the English and the Spanish of ‘the community,

-

In addition\to‘the New York. City material, data was ;

' also gathered in both 1anguages from'a strat1f1ed sample '

:_ of re31dents of’Las Pledras 'Puerto RlCO Unfortunately,

despite the wealth of tapes. and ethnographlc infornation _

obtalned, the téam did not- have the resources to

' aCCOmpllSh more than a pre11m1nary description of language _—

usage in this Puerto Rican communlty

Wolfram (1973) dea1t d1rectly wﬂe English of

* .a group of Puerto Rlcan youths from East Harlem and the

‘Bronx Like the Labov prOJects thlS 1nvestigatlon

t

'communlty,youth group (Youth Development Incorporat )

wh1ch sponsored a camp in up- state New York where the
data was recorded. Only the speech of young males was
examined, with the maJor empha51s belng the effect of
peer interactlons with Blacks on the Engllsh spoken by |

these youths. SeVeral'phonological, as well as morphological;'.

-

A d : .
syntactic, and lexical, features were- analyzed via Labovian
variable rule techniques (e.g. th, syllable final alVeolar

”

stops, neggtion). Anisman (19%5) utilised'the same data

corpus to look at several phonological features and the

ﬂ correlation of syllable length with stress and vowel

quality. The two studies ‘concluded that those Puerto

" Rican youths with strong peer connections to Blacks

:T iljs




. involve in, street soc1allzing and had fewer Black !

y -
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utilised more Blatk variants ﬁhile those who were less

friends tended’ more toward the wh1te vernacular

One of Labov's students came to 81m11ar conclusions

_after .examining the speech of Puerto Rican e1ementary

analyzed a number of‘phonological features and found Eﬁrz

’

school students in Philadelphia. Poplack (1978a) - o :

there was not’ dh{y a difference'in terms of peer 1nter— -

,.action patterns but a1so in terms of gender -Puerto 31can

' Centro

f}tinuatfo

boys tende? to favor .more BEV\ ariants than d1d g1r1s

The work‘of the Language Poldcy Task Force 6f the

AN

te Estudios Puertorriquenos i’presents the con- \;;N"

:and fulfillment of the -projectsons made by.
Labov and Pedraza in 1971, _ In 1978 the taskvforce o

produced an artic1e concerning 1anguage policy and the

Puerto Rican community which 1a1d out a research agenda
\ r

In the years since, the task force has generated a number

~of reports on various facets.of language use among - : : o

[

e . - hd

. Puerto -Ricans in East Harlem.. 2 The major emphasis has-

been on Spanish or interaction of Spanish and Eng11sh
In ‘this report e now turn to the English of

‘the community we have been examining for so long. We ﬂ‘z

will look at the vowel systems of a small sample of

Puerto Rican residents of East Harlem to see what have

been the respective contributions of the wh1te vernacular

the Black verpacular, and.Spanish to their EngliSh._ This

S
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3 investigation is.intended as a kind of_pilot to at&fmpt'
- P e _ ,

. )
to see whether there are particular vowel patterns .

which areiéistinctive to Puerto Ricans and would further

isiupport the notion }f Puerto Rican English’ as a distinct
. % : .

dialect.

detail the nature of the New York City English owel

-

system as 2alized by white and Black speakers Then we

will examine:how the: vowels produced by our pilot sample'

compare with those documented for the other two groups.

2.0 ~ New York City English vowels

' New York City English'has been greatly stereotyped

- and stigmatized, and New Yorkers often comment-that'they.

._are readily identified as coming from New York whenever

they travel. However, it has long been noted that ‘the
é

city is a very complex sociolinguistic setting with

3 cons1derab1e ‘social and stylistic variation (cf Babbitt

1896 Kurath 1939, Frank 1948, Hubbell 1950 Bronstein

“1962 Labov- 1966)

In order to describe the variety accurately, it

. . . . N ’
is ‘necessary to ex&q&he certain linguistic features

3

which act as variables Speakers utilize different

variants according to their social background and their
perception of the-social interaction
From the various elements of the vowel system,

we have selected ten variables which’ reflect the

s . a : ’
In order to do*this- we will first cons1der n more‘b’)/
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various social infipences-and define the dialect. They

are:

@/xh)

. "

The ‘division of "shortta"‘fnlymrds into two
phonemes, lax /fa/ and tense Lwh/ in a fine-

grained phonetic and lexical pattern For

*example

ﬁzd bat, pack\°bang, razz, pal and. ..
| lﬁmn/w bad, gab,lbag, man, ham, pass, past,
| laughi. A.‘ | ’s 'A' QV |
The raising of tense Awh[ (see above) to high
-front positiyn in thé white vernacular, and -
-to 1ess;fp;;2ed'positions‘fer\Blacks leading

.to realizations such as_[lﬁ],ﬁyfi],fﬂ Ja or even
. .

EI‘.:.ZJv | . )

 The distinétion between /i/ and /e/ (e.g. pin/pen)

'"nasals: different {or ‘whites, merged for Blacks.

The lowering of')i/ 5efore velar nasals..(e.gT

thing ~ thgng)'characteristic of some Sogthern’

'dialects;-and frequently heard amoné Northern

Biacks. 't J

- /

The realization of /ay/ in FIND, MY“ etc., with

- ab ack nucleus and a strong glide among whites

[24l,and 'a variable fronted monophthong [a] or

[a:] among Blacks..
The position of "short 0" 1in words like GOT, NOT,
LOCK, etc. which is variably central and back

’

N -
A




’ among whites in New York City. In the speech_of
| whites in the Northern Cities of Chicago, Detroit,
' ¢., this has moved to the front, bet such: :
'//fif;rting has not been reported for New York City.
(u) The real;zatlon of "wedge ; the unrounded back

vowel of CUT, BUD,. MOTHER , which 1is [f\] for both

whites and Blacks o

(ow) The realization of /ow/ in GO, BOAT; etc. This

| | ;pegins with a back unrounded vowel for whifes,

. and glides upward [ow] -; it is not ﬁuch different
for Blacks. _ _ | ’ |

(ey) The parallel veriable in the,front system: the
vowel of SAY, MADE, etc. [ey]

(father) The reallzatlon of "long a'" words, which are
lower\back in New York City vernacular. FATHER
is the main representative here. |

'F} | For a closer look at the precise phonological
structure and social dlstribution of these variables in

New York City English,'see Labov (1966 -and 1972b) and

. Labov, Yaeger, and Steiner (197%)
Now that we hdve a better idea of the features
; - oof t cal vernacular, let us™turn to our sample. of
. »'g e QPuerfjj::can New Yorkers. |

112
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3.0. The sample-

- In this report, we will be considéring the English
v .
vowel: systems of six Puerto Rican New Yorkers, These

six were selected from a tape recorded corpus of the

- speech of 91 residents of the same residential block in

+East Harlem because they provided enough Englisb-iﬁ their

tapes to'Eg_studied conveniently and because they were
fairly repfesentative of the other, English speakeés in
the' corpus in.terms df age and migration expérience.
Another deciding criteri&n was voice quaiity, as only
those speakers whose voice patterﬁs were suitable for
spectrooraohlc ana1y31s could be 1nc1uded =

All six speakers are Puerto Rican by descent, were

raised in the U.S., and carry out their soc1a1 activities

1 [
e

qh the block under investigation. All have visited or
lived in Puerto Rico at some time, and most have family
members who travel back and forth. fhey range, in age
from 24 to 40 years and in educational level fromA8th

grade to high school graduaﬁe.- The two women in the sample

work as housewives. Two of the four men are employed in

L4

ES

.service jobs; the \other two are also involved in serving

the public though at a more skilled level (i.e., insurance

salesman én& hospital technician). _
All of the group have positivé attitudes toward being‘

Puerto Rican and toward biing bilingual All can be’

considered bilingual in that Spanish was the first language

SItH
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in each’ case and ll have abilities in Spanish However

the sample can be d1v1ded into two subgfoups~-those who
L 4 N
have. a clear preferehce for or greater ability in English,

» ‘; and those who are more or less equally proficient dnd
y comfortable in both - languages This division can be seen
el % in Taﬂ&e 1 below: ‘ | | ,
speaker age birthplace age of arr1Va1 language dominance
/ Ry . -
Junior . 24 NYC birth . English -
_ Juana 27 NYC : birth - ' English -
" Berto - 38 PR - . 8 B English
Reina 26 PR 8 ™ Bilingual
Nelo 34 PR & Bilingual
Domind .40 PR 8 Bilingual

Table 1: Demographic and language characteristics of sample .

To appreciate more;fnlly the analysis which mill be
presented here, it is necessary to situate the individual
- speakers. in terms of their life-ekperienees and language
‘patterns.' We will describe first the Enélish-dominant

gronp and @he bilingual.

3.1 English-dominants ,

Junior is a young manwin his mid-twenties who was
born and raised in'Neinork'City He has spent mqst of
“his life in the Barrio with the exception of a term in the
military He is a high school graduate and works at
present as an insurance salesman in downtown Manhattan

While he learned Spanish from hi} parents as a . child and

- can communicate in both oral and written forms, he favors

1i4

I
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English.and utilizes that’ language or code—switching for
the majorify of'nis interactions He is an avid reader
agaln primarily in English but enjoys llstenlng to the
radlo.ln both languages. Mostvof his friends are

Pnerto Rican or\Anglo, thougn he does report knowing some .

Blacks and other Hispanics as well.

Juana was born and raised in. East Harlem although

. she has spent a couple of her 27 Years liv1ng in Puerto RlCO

She claims to have 1earned both English ‘and Spanish at

J

the same time, Spanlsh from her parents and English from:

her older 31b11ngs She prefers Engll::di::ﬂ::ii_ﬁs—ﬁhe
most for da11y interactions, for T.V. @ 10 entertainment,

.and for reading She was married to a Black man and has

obv1ous Black influence in her vocabuléry, pronunciatlon

and phra31ng in Engllsh somethingﬂwhlch she herself points
to. Her frlends are Puerto Rican and Black, and according
to her the Puerto Ricans also have Black Engiish influence

in their 'speech. Juana has taught her children both

' languages, but uses mostly English or code-switching with

r

~them. She was able to complete the 1lth grade and works

as a housewife.

<

Berto was both in Puerto Rico and came /to live in the
]

Barrio 30 years ago at the age of 8. He filhished the 10th

grade and:horks as a custodian.’ He preferé English which
he learned in New York City.frem his friends and in school,

and”favors English T.V., radio,'newspaperg, and books. He

-
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- neither reads nor writes Spanish but uses it with older

v Ffamily members and when engaged in table games with

Spanish-speaking males on the block. Aside from this,_ A
his Spanish appears:in code-switching from an English.bdse.
He does c1aim.to be usihg more Spanish now'eﬁer'since he

married a Spanish- speaking wife and began ra1s1ng children.

. [}

3.2 Bilinguals _ - | e

Reina is a young woman in her mid-twenties - She has
11ved in the Barrio ever 81nce ‘her parents migrated from
Puerto R1co when she was about eight She describes
herself as b11ingua1 and is one of the most prof1c1ent
code-switchers on the blocﬂ"’She is ab1e to use Spanish -
(her first: 1anguage) effectively in all domains except
writing, this last due to the short time in which she
xeceived formal schooling in Spanish in Puerto Rico She
uses her Spanish with her parents her children, and other
family members, as well as in'church. ‘English is used in
conversations ;ith her sib1ings,.who 1ike-her were raised
in the U.S:, and With teenagers on the block. Practically—:
speaking, Reina mixes the two languages whenever she
“interacts with fellow bilinguals. -She received an eighth
grade education and spends her time caring for her four
‘children. She is a fan of Smnﬁsh novelas on T.V. but
otherwise prefers the English language media, both print -

- dnd broadcast. Her contacts are almost exclusively with

other Puerto Ricans and some Blacks.
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Nelo is in his midAthirties and 'has lived in the

Barrio. since his arrival. from Puerto Rico at the age of
]
four, with the exception of a short stint working in

.Alaska. He learned Spanish aa his first 1anguage from

his p%rents and family in Puerto Rico and picked up

~ Emglish later on in New York City among his friends and
-siblings. “He regards himself as b]‘ﬁngual and functions

comfortably in bothglanguages using Spanish on the block

.
daily with a variety of people and English with some workers :

at ‘the hotel where he is employed as cook and with a number

of Black or’Anglo'friends He is an active code-switcher o -

and reports alternating between English and Spanish in
most of his interactions within the community Nelo prefers
the English language newspapers and T.V. , as. he was schooled.

solely in that language (he finished the eighth’grade), but

for relaxation listens pr'marily to Spanishlradio.

. -

' nginé.is}a'AO year-old surgical technician employed
at'a.hospital in Central/ Harlem. He came from Puerto Rico g
when hé was eight years old. He learned Spanish first, in

both oral and'written forms, and utilizes it with'oLder-

adults and monolinguals on the block, with whom he socializes
regularly around the.domino table; however, he does not: |

enjoy Spanish T.V., radio, or newspapers. ‘His English is

medical jargon) at work where he interacts with people

of many different backgrounds In the community, he
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'alternates between Spanish and English accordlng to the
‘interlocutors and situations, rather than code- sw1tch1ng
.profusely within the same interaction and describes this

(
™ | . as his habitual mode of expression

4.0 \Method of analysis6
The method- used here is the /Same technlgue that was
used in the study of the vowel system of Phlladelphla
- (Labov 1980). All stressed vowels are-analyzed as they
are found on'the'tape excludlng certaln environments
that lead to amblguous measurements éwords beglnnlng with
.consonant plus llquid, or w1th glides /y/ andk/w/ A
spectral analys1s is first. performed by the Spectral
_Dynamics- 301 Real Time Analyzer For men, the range is
from'O to 3300 Hz: for women, from 0 to 3600 Hz, This
yields three formants in most cases, along with the
fundamental frequency ‘The speech wave is sampled every
17.5 msec, and data are ‘averaged over three samples. - The
re;ulting spectra are shown on the . Tektronlx 611

-*oscilloscope and selected for storage and further analysis

R

- The actual formant values are calculated by an. LPC
'algorithm which takes as input data the amplitude readings -
which make up the analyzed spectrum, and calculates the
spectral envelope that is ‘the result of the- shaping action'
f{ ; of the tongue and the 11ps These values are then
‘./4' ‘;f classified by the analyst accordlng to the vowel present

yd . the stress, and the environment The results are fed into
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ranother series gggprograms that charts the vowel system

as a whole: nuclei alone, full traJectories, ‘or subtparts

o

of the-system., ' o T Y |

Between'lOO and 200 manifestations of”vowels were.

s

analyzed for each speaker’ (see Table 2) Because of

the random arrangement of vowels in natural spee;h (as

Ny opposed to word llsts) - some speakers produced many

. tokens .of a- partlcular vowel and none of others However,.

for the most’ part there was at least one (and even as,

many as 26) for each vowel category which perm1tted

L]

comoarison across speakers.
Once the-spectral analysis was- complete, we focused
upon the variables presented in section;ZlO as the most
salient,_deflning features of New York City_Engl;sh,
order to see how the vouel system of these-Puerto'kican
speakers fit_into the larger New York City system.
| So as not to overburden the reader with a multitude
of figures, we will present only the ¢harts of Juana
and Berto to illustrate particular points in our expo-

sition of the results and make reference to the general

: tendencies{pf th} others.

5.0 Resui;ﬁ)ﬁ L )

- The competing influences of Spanish, Black vernacular
_and whlte vernacular emerge-rather clearly in the analysis
of the speech of this sample. In addition,'there are

N .
unique features of the dialect being formed in New York

.- 119 7
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'SPEAKERS

Be}to

Dominq

" Junior

Juana

_Reina

. Nelo

14: Ltd)

- Ley]
L59]
33. [R']

X o A v
3 5 6 7

21 13- 5 4 & 7

is 17 '8 8 11 1°

7 14 26 14 -9 5

11 23 22 2 15 2

.9 610 8 10 5

7 13 21 14 12 13

"did, kiss

bet bed
bat, Spanish

‘shot, pop
gun, some =
good, foot
seed, lean (1)
-here, beer +)
game, lake (E)
- chair, bear (%)
bank cab . (@)
q' _

x'ﬁ

tly ¢ ey
. 1. 14. 21. 24.

VOWELS ANALYZED

8 .1 10 2:.

8 0 21 4
2 3 5 4

11 210 1

41, ‘Loy)

42, faw)
43, [a)

44, Lad)
53. [2%]
54. [2d)
-61. Loyl
62. fLow]
72. - Cuw]
94. [, 9y]

-

33. 41.
6 2
3 7 15

712 5

4 16 4
4 11 7
13 11 6

time, rhxme

'town, now
father, palm
_alarm, dart
dog, coffee -

source, torn
boy, pgint
go, rope,
doom, blew
turn, girl

'

)

(w)
()
(A)

(#)-

(1)
(Q)

(0) -
(u) -

(€)

£9 2t ag aw & a3 >3 0y ow uw @
42. 43. 44, 53, 54,

61. 62. 72. 94.
N
- 5 '1 -1 105
- 6 4 5 137
2 15 11 10 "164 -
- .11 2 1 157
-.17 2 0 114
o-21 11 7 191

of Puerto Rican New Yorkers

f
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-:City that cannot be- 1mmbd1ately traced to any of these
'sources We w1ll look first at some general character-
istics’ of the variety and/then trace the influences of
white vernacular--Black vernacular and Spanish. Finally,. .
'ﬁe will consider a rew development never before documented

v_1n New York City. |

' : . : N N4
5.1 General Characteristics - ' J :

From the spectral analys1s of ‘the vowels of the six
° .

speakers, it is ev1dent that the basic. phonemic d1s— o <{w\

tinctions of long andvshort voyels are intact” There is

\ 'no:tendency to merge“long /iy/ and short /l/ long /u/

.i - . - etc., sb6 that SEAT and SIT, SHOOED and SHOULD are not -

| | confused. = Such a merger would have been expected ‘given .
.the lack of such d1st1nctlons in. the vowel system of |
Spanlshﬂ Therefore in this regard the Speakers behavior
in English is not directly’ influenced by_their'Knouledze of .

their first 1anguage. R
: , ( ° .

~

Another general polnt.tocbe-made'Concerns the (u) B
vowel, yhich is uniformly [A] in New-Yorkdéity. 'Amongh
these young Puerto Ricans,'the-vowel of CUT, MOTHER, etc.
is'extremelx'variable and its phofietic realizations_may
perhaps be determined by lexical classx_ Bor example,

’HUNDREb}'MQTHER, are in high back position, higher than
‘.short /u/ in PUT. On the other-hand,fseveral examples’

of MOTHER are in low‘back'position, and further down are

tokens of SOME. In-a mid-central position, we find

4 3 - ’
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q HUSBAND SOME and SHUT .See Juana in Figure l for
. an‘}llustration of this variability

5.2 Relation to white Neir York City vernacular

. ¢ .The basic distinction between /a/ and /ah/ is the'
”same as the white New' York City vernacular, even though

the phonetics are quite different.. Sometimes the phonetic

fdifferences are quite small, ‘but they are generally pre- C : ¥

'served word for word. This is true of everyone except
. )

. Nelo, who shows he strongest Spanish influence. He has , -
tense DAMN, CAN' HAND ASK ‘as gn New York but low = a
“and lax ASK ard CAN OPENER. SUURE

-

In addition there is no backing of /ay/ or fronting
of /aw/, Wthh is characteristic of younger speakers of
the white ‘New York Clty vernacular SR
s _ Finally, the r- less pronunc1ation of the New York
City vernacular is generally adapted. This also conforms;
.with the Black pattern But as with white New Yorkers
the mid -central vowel has. consonantal /r/5 but also the

" palatal upglide that has been stigmatized strongly as a .
featuresof the New York City vernacular qég*g [b;ﬂﬂ bfsd); - *

T

l: S 5.3 ‘Black English vernaculg;‘influence . o . -.ll{
_The influence-of Blacks’gghclear in (en), merging

PIN and PEN, and in lowering short /i/ before /nk/. and
/ng/, as in THINK and THING See. Figure 2, for Berto
where there are four raised examples of /el before nasals,

' @ :\one in the /ef position and one very 1ow hypercorrect

| | formt Berto and- Domino show this trait most. Reina and_

A
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Junior'show the lowering of /i/ before‘velars 'Juana

seems to move in the opposite direction with particularly

>

low /e/ before nasals.

Bl The position of raised fab/ Enﬂ is not front and

peribheral ‘as in the white vernacular,'but nonvperipheral
and lax, as with Blacks. See Figufe 2, where Berto shows

this feature clearly. It is also true for Dominé and

~Juan. Junior shows very low Geh). Reina's productions

show both kinds.of variation.

[ay/ 1is monophthongized- In various southern-

dialects, /ay/ is a monophthong,_especially 1n final

. position and before v01ced consonants. There are lexical

class differences in the monophthongization before
voiceless consonants as in RIGHT, LIKE. In the Northern
Black English vernacular, /ey/ beconeé an';;portant
stylistichmarkerf ﬁonophfhongizetion is usually_confined
to final and voiced environmenfs TheﬂPﬁerto Rican '
speakers who show the most Black influence in this respect .
are Juana, Reina Junior and Nelo They show as much

or more monophthongization in voiceless environments as

elsewhere Juana shows a rathep special /ay/, with a
‘ -

' high central nucleﬁs. S _ )

5.4 Spanish_influence

Spanish influence is seen most clearly in tense (ey)
and (ow), which are often monophthongs where both white

and Black New Yorkers -show clear diphthongs. Berto,




121




:bd dipbthongs for (ow):
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- S : 2 . o
Domind, and Juanahshow the New- York City form. Reina

and Nelo -show the following distribution of monophthongs

monophthong '.,diphthong

Reina‘«‘n 1, 4
Nelo ; 9 10

The position of wedge [A) in CUT, MOTHER, ete. , appears

~ to be dd% ‘to Spanish influence. Domind and Junior show

a fairly tight dlstribution similar to the, New York City
pattern. Juana shows the greatest variability (Figure 1).
.éor purposes of comparison we looked at an older

speaker Pancho, who learned English as an adu1t 7 His

speech shows the di{ect 1nf1uence of Spanish>on the English

.vowel system, with a. number oﬁ phonemic mergers. Despite -

many years in New York City, there were a number of points:
where his phonemic system did not match English The usual
stereotype of a Spanish accent is a merger of /iy/ and

/i/ (e. g. seat and sit are homophones), and /uw/ and
/ug'(cooed and couldﬂafe/homophones) This was not found

nor had it been so with the younger speakers.l But there

»

_ was a wholesale merger of /ow/, [/ 2/ andm/oy/ in mid ¥ -

back position words like ROW,  RAW and ROY were all
pronounced alike, with a single monophthongv This
contrasts with. the variability among the sample speakers.
On thé other hand, Pancho behaved like his younger counter-

parts in showing great variation in the "wedge" vowel
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- of CUT, MOTHER etc. Some words were Dronounced with

/=27, particularly MOTHER and BROTHER while others went

elsewhere

5.5 Relation of vowel system of sample to white vernacular,

Black vernacular, -and Spanish'systems.

Table j;organizes_the six'speakers according to the
use of the variables just presented, .In each- column, the .
speakers who show a'particular influence‘the most are
v towards the top: the speakers who show the influence the
_\least are towards the bottom. We have added Pancho for

a base line of Spanish influence.: o :

' 5.6‘"New'developments‘ \ o _ -

In addition to- the complex combination of features

- -

incorporated from white and Black vernaculars ‘and Spanish
"the sample Speakers appear to. have innovated The fronting
_of o ; especiali;ibefore /t/ (as in got) is the most
characteristlc new feature of the Puerto Rican speakers
Everyone in the sample displays it to some degree. It is

particularly‘noticeable’in Juana, Junior, and Nelo. This

: is.a‘rather_iubtle shift and.not yet.incorporated into the
. consciousness of ‘the speakers (i.e. it is never cited as
. » - .

‘characteristic nor has it been stereqtyped). Itxzemains

unity

»

to be seen how widespread the feature is in the c

" as a whole,

6.0 Discussion "

v

.
In_Section S“Ie presented the basic patterns which

129
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INFLUENCE
Co» .

Spanish |  Black - White /

| . : . \
W W ). (en)  (amg) (@) een)

~ Pancho Pancho- 'gPancho ‘
Juana Reina Nelo N _Berto Reiné Bert§ A'r.b Juana
Nelo  Nelo ' .pomind Junior Reina Reina
| Juana__ : Berté'

Berto - . !- - Junior Domind
ﬁ@miﬁ6 deigﬁ ) | "Dominé ~ Junior’ |
Reina Juéna ‘ ) _ i Nela Nelo . - -‘_ ’f o
J;nior Junior | Juaﬁa Juana " Nelo |
- Panc;h‘o Pancho o Pancho

’ Table 3 :Relative influence pf_SpanisH, Black Vernacular, and

- .

white vernacular over‘énglish vowels of Puerto Rican New Yorkers

; L
3 g
v S ~
4 .
’
A “
. » ‘v
-
M
. 1]
’ -t N ) v
. -
s .
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emerged from the sample. The summary in Table 3 reveals
differential behavior even among so small a sample,
differences ‘which can at least partially be explained by

&

reference. to what we know about the speakers from our

'ethnographic fieldwork : | ) B o . »

If we turn back to Table 3 we find not surprisingly,
that Pancho the non—native speaker of English exhibits
the greatest- Spanish influence and the least Black and

white vernacular English influence. After Pancho, Nelo'

*

consistently shows strong Spanish influence. This is -

probably related to his extensive SOCializing on the

block with older residents and the fact that his job as

cook (though placing him in anvEnglish—speaking environ-.

ment - the hotel) provides him with even greater Spanish-

2speaking contacts. Given the "ghettoization" of such

service employment most of the kitchen help are Hispanic.

-and Spanish is used with all except supervisors _Along

this same line, it is not surprising to see Junior at

the bottom of the Spanish influence columm since he has

" the poorest Spanish skills of the group and favors English

for most’ interaction His job as insurance salesman

downtown involves a great deal of communicating, but in

. a strongly English-speaking environment.

‘e

The Black vernacular influence ‘¢column is somewhat
more complicated as speakers are very dispersed..1Again

we are not surprised to see Pancho an?fNelo down near -the

v
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| bottom, but Juana's pattern is une#pected. Given,her-\ -_, —_—
extensive ‘contact with.Blacks and the overall impression
. of BEV upon hearing her speak it is hard. to understand '
why she doesn t exhiblt more Black vowel qualities Tike
Berto, who actually has fewer 1nteractions with Blacks.
The positions.of the Others do not form any clear pattern'-
as arguments both for and against their ranking’ are easily
advanced from the ethnographic data. o | ot

Similarly, the white vernacular. influence column is

rather peculiar, although the women's high ranking may | o -
be indicative of the well documented tendency for females

_ to be closer to standard language forms Once again, Nelo ,

and Pancho * appear at the bottom, making 1t fajrly clear

~ that their major axis of 1dent1fication is Spanlsh

-

7.0 ‘Conclusion

There .are few striking patterns that emerge from this ’
1nvestigation Several indiv1duals do behave predictably, - .‘-f
but the others appear to have taken a "smorgasbord" approach
to co structing a vowel system It may be that this.is,

_ merely e result of'fhe very limited sample - a larger . - 2
inquiry'may reveal more)systématicity However it may

also be evidence of the conflictful state of affairs ' N

in which Puerto Rican English speakers find themselves -

Pulled here .and there in various directions because ofﬁthe L e

contradictions they experience as an ethnic minority in

New York City, expected, on the one hand, to assimilate

a
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into -U.S. society'and striving, on the other, to;retain

Puerto Rican.traditions and identity

We should also consider the fact that vowels

‘constitute only one aspect Qf the definltion of any dialect.'

We a&ready know that Puerto RiCans utilize a number of

BEV consonantal variants, and other features like devoicing

_'of final.consonants and dentalization of others have been

. reported, due perhaps to the influence of Spanish

phonology.  In addition,,there are countless other”
features in.English which have not'yet been examined'for

Puerto Ricans (e. g. word order, lekical choice, tense

| and-aspect) and others which are only beginhizg to be

scrutinized (e.g. stress, in Anisman 'S work d prosody;
reported elsewhere in this volume). °
It would seem. that much more-work will be necessary

gfore a satisfactory structural description of the Engllsh_

., used by Puerto RiCans_is:achieved.j Such a description
~would have to take into_account the different influences
- described here as well as others which may not be apparent

at this time. -It will also—have—to be senSitiye to the

developments taking place in New JYork City’ which are’

changing the relationship between Puerto Ricans and the

80~ called "mainstream These include the great influx

‘of other Hispanics into the area (which makes Spanish :

1anguage retention and the aintenance of Hispanic identity

‘more likely), the "white fligh " from, thd city (which has

.
AT -
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coﬁtributed to the numerical dominahce.of Hispanics and’ o N
Blaéks);;aﬁd”the moves to alter the status .of Puertq Rico
(which have direct impiications for language‘as Puerfo Rieo
has remained a Spanish-speaking aréa)._

Such ;ﬁ iﬁVestigation would also haye to go ééyond
'notions like 'covert préstige' andfseriously delve into

the role of working class ideolbgy and: consciousness in ‘the

production-and maintenance of a complex, heterogenepus, -

non-mainstream speech community, .

L
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.. Notes

o

.~ Ethnic, racial, class, and'other groups are also

distinguished by.their consonants. In New York City,
speakers regularly vary between .r-fulness' (r pronouncing)
and.r-lessness (r+deleting). . (th) is another consonantal' "
variable, i.e. the variatiom between stand¥rd pronuncia- .
tions of writtgn "th! .and the non-gtandard of 'deese,
dems, and ‘dose" fame, BEV is chakactetrized:by & number
of consonantal variatioms,-including r-lessness,

. l-lessness, consonant ¢luster -simplification, and

weakeriing of final consonants, many of which we have
also noted in the English of Puerto Rican New Yorkers.

Among the topics the task..force has‘'explored are: code-
switching (Poplack 1978b, 1979; Sankoff and Poplack 1980);
language attitudes (Attinasi-1979); diglossia (Pedraza, - .
Attinasi and Hoffman 1980); plural marking (Poplack 1980);
‘gender designment to loanwords (Poplack, Pousada, and E
Sankoff 1982). - Language Policy Task Force (1980) is a
good review of much of this. Most of the above work.

- dealt with adults gnd adolescents. Language Policy Task

Force (1982) reports on intergenerational dimensions of
language use in an investigation of children's speech
patterns. . e : ’ .

A sociolinguistic ®ariable is "one which is correlated
with 'some nonlinguistic. variable of the social context: -
of the speaker, the addressee, .the audience, the setting"
‘(Labov .1972b: 237): Labov:divides these into "indicators"
- those which are distributed over socioeconomics, ethnic,
or age-groups--and '"markers''--those which show both - '

- social and stylistic differentiation.. Perhaps the ,
: greatest co%;;ibution of quantitatdve sagiolinguistics

as been the empirical demonstration thatlgpeakers vary
in pronunciation in regular patterns according to their
social group membership or the type of social interaction
in which they find themselves, and speakers identify

.

themselves socially in every utterance.’

These tapes were acquired during long-term ethnographic -
investigation in a wide range of public settijngs carried-
] éis to the:
nature of the data corpus and speaker sampld, see Pedraza
(1982), Language Policy Task Force (1980), and Attinasi

«{1979)

o ,
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5. High pitched women's and children's voices.tend to-
be difficult to analyze spectrographically, thus
our sample consists of more mén than women.

6. The spectrographic analysis on which this report
is based was done by John Myhill and-William Labov o
. of the Linguistic Department of the University of -
Pennsylvania under a cooperative ragreement with the’
Centro. . : - -

7. Pancho is a member of the fieldworker's family. He
' was interviewed during the fieldwork for the foject
- reported in Labov ‘and Pedraza (1971). At the.time,
he was in his 70's and had lived in the Barrio for ' ’
some 50 years speaking both Spanish and English, the

latter with a decided '"Spanish accent." _ “
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PROSODIC ANALYSES OFiPUERTO RI#AN SPEECH
Mel Greenlee

s

L 0 Introduction I o

/
Prosodic Eeatures (like phrasing, rate of Speech

pitch, intonation, etc.) may be among the most subtly '

".defining'characteristics of a speaker s conversational

' interaction and an important conveyor of meaning
Prosodic features are crucial in interpreting humor and
zother speaker intentions and prosodﬁc characteristics
~gre often components of linguistic stereotypes

Nevertheless, prosody 1is one of the areas of

language in which’ analysts agree least about the most '
}undamental issues; indeed, there 1is disagreement-as to
whether certain aspects of prosody are properly within
the bounds of linguistics at all (Ladd 1980). Given:
these-basic theoretical problems, it might he expected
that descriptions of prosodic phenomena would be quite'
varied, which is in fact the aase.

‘One of the stated goals of the project described

in this report _ was to bring forth an initial
characterization of Puerto Rican English taking into
aecount aSpects of this language variety whigh are:
historically derived from Black’ English lozal NYC

vernacular and Puerto Rican Spanish. This paper will

10
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f\\ence in actual speech data.

H

represants an attempt to characterize the speech of Puerto

Ricang in New York City in terms of its prosodic contours
aad their contribution to the structuring and‘manipulation
of discourae, by examining certain prosodic components
fouhd withinfspeech_segments from four Puerto Rican.resi—
‘dents of East Harlem, | | |
+ As there were feW'precedents»for such an investigation,
“we first engaged-in‘anfekt sive reviEW of .the workldone in
prosody which was reiated/iz some way to the differéht lan-
-’guage-varieties utilized'by New -York Puerto Ricans;;}n para5
ticu1ar Puerto Rican Spanish and B?ack English. This rei
view (see Appendix A at the end .of this report) sampled a
variety of research on the prosody of’ Spanish and Black
speakers, seeking descriptions which would_be useful in
understanding inter-dialectal and-inter—linguisticfinflu-
‘Very f;w descriptions were lo-
cated whichlcould provide unambiguous or complete intormation
upon which to base such a comparison |
By far the most fundamental questions remaining con-
cern how prosody works as a systematic -element of Spanish

¥

and of the English of Spanish and Black speakers "Although P
the early general studies place structural elements of.

\.prosody in-a special phonological category, the basic theory
be!ind this owes much to an outmoded view of how language /\

and Cur-

works, consequently how it should be described.

rent thinking about prosody stresses its integral role in -

’ .

o




) meaning; however, this has yet to. be tapped in most research
on Span‘ish e -

. If we had hoped for two complete systematic descrip-

tions against which a third could be prepared our review |

would certainly have dashed those hopes. Yet it w0u1d
have been unrealistic to expect such an 0utcome given the
extent of ‘disagreement common. to the field of prosody as'g
.a whole. _Although the studies we reviewed did not provide;
a completely cohesive account, they did serve to suggest
directions for our study and to caution against an overly ,
homogeneous, mechanical model | /
Only a few words were included’in our-literature re- 5f
view regarding the contribution of. prosody to discou se-hf
1argely because of the scarcity of research in this- afea, T:%;

v,
The material on Spanish is vety. impressionistic bld or

1acking altogether and for Blaci English ritualistic

\
uses of prosody are in some ways more well-knpwn than

the facts about . everyday talk.

4

In this study, we take a close look at “three pro- \
sodic components in the speech of four Puerto Rican speakers
and attempt to relate these to the organization of- discourse
. : | and the transmission of meaning in social interaction. ¢

g

) : To set the stage for our analysis we first examine the\\\
theoretical issues invo}ved in viewing prosody within the

| context of discourse -Then we present the methodology

we used in collecting, transcribing, and " analyzing the
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- of the samp1¢ in terms of phrasing and rate of speech,

- of some instrumental acoustic analyses we carried out

»

137

' speechfsegmenks Finally, we consider the actual speech

I

"

_placement of major pitch obtrusion, and contour types

We also con ider the role of the interviewer within the
interaction We conc1ude with a critique of our own }

practice and an agenda for future work

2.0 interdctional analysis of:prosody--the major issues”

In Appéndix B of_this report are preliminary'resulfs

which focused on differemces in thm use of pitch (funda-

: mental frequency) and tempo (specifically, segmental'

A}

durations) by ‘two. Puerto Rican speakers of- English one
English- dominant and the other Spanish dominant In these
analyses contou}s and durations were. cgnsidered in. rela-
tive isolation,QFhat is, medsurements were carried out on

physical acoustic phenomena in short. strexches of speech

'with little regard for the pragmatic functﬁon of the:passages

in the discourse from which they were drawn : However, as

Gumperz (1982b), Bennett (1978), and Ladd (1980) have




. shaping rhetorical structure ‘may also differ cross-.

”these potential differences, prosody will be Vi,

partners% . Gumperz (l982a~ 3283«has emphasi

138

' pointed out, such -an analysis touches @nly part of

prosodic use--thdt produced by the Speaker perception
!

of such- phenomena by the listener and their role in

culturally, but finding out- about. such differences /

necessarlly involves a broader view of prosodic /

phenomena.

" In this segment of the paper, both the goal of
- . . ] ] .

the analysis andfthe discourse context considered!will y

{

be more broad. In examining recorded texts of Pugrto

Rican speakers‘gone goal will be to determine how

1l e,

speakend use/’f prosody differs However in c'nsidering

o

within the context of communicative 1nteraction——a rich

context which contains not only individual speakers

behavior but also sequentiaL relationships between _

utterances of the same speaker and/or thoseJif conversational
d that
understanding ordinary conversationslrequires "o

simultaneous processing of signs at several levels of

’

_ signalling N These levels include "prosodic,

phonological, syntactic, lexical, and rhythmic. .. i" An

interactive approach'to the role of prosody in conversation
would necesSarily tie together several’ aSpects of these
signalling system! in order to form potential interpretations o

gf the interaction Coulthard & Brazil (1982 87) have

144 -
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afgued that “intonational divisiOns speakers make_in their
_ utterances. . .are motivated by a need to add moment?by- /
‘moment situationally specific, intonationally conveyed
meanings :to particular words or_groupstof'words."

Interpretation of situationally specific meanings

,is_the task not_only of, participants in a conversation,

[} . ?

\but also of the analys who seeks to understand it.
. According. to Bennett (}978: 5)“the goals of the analyst |
hand of the participants-are'similar in that "both have
to have some consistent way to interpret and make sense
hout of talk." However, the analyst s task unlike that
of the‘participants; involves,making explicit those
"aspects of.conversational interaction (including prosodic
signalling) which partic1pants most often mﬂnipulate
implicitly The analyst must "become aware of the
processes of-meaning assignment or rather.;.make explicit
the modes of understanding_and the means whereby understanding
is achieved in conversation ", In short, the goal of the
'; analyst is "to understand what the participants understand”
| (Bennett 1978:28). | |

It is unfortunately true, as. the cross-cultural.Studies
of Erickson & Schu1tél(19él)_and.Gumperz_have pointed out, |
that participants may often fail to reach their goal‘of
‘mutual understanding, even ahout such -basic matters‘as

the nature of the talk in which they are engaged, e.g.,

'vis it;a chat, a discussion, an interview?. If the f\-
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participants may not.achieve full understanding, then it
nmight be expected that the goal set for the analyst 1is
' likewise an ideal which is, in practice, sometimes not
attained. It seems probable that even the most detailed
iinterpretation ‘may turn out to be quite different from
that of the participants particularly when carried. out
(as ‘in the pre;ent case) without benefit of visually
| recorded 1nformation about. the speech context or feedback

from the participants, whose ethnicity_differs from that
“of the analyst. |
A further 1im1tation on the ana1yst s interpretation
(with specific.regard to prosody) is that an integrated
theory of prosodic structure in discourse is largely
'\lacking Analysts' opinions differ ‘about what prosody
"does" 1in discourse and even whether it "does anything
at all. The most comprehensive account of these differences
of opinion Ladd (1980), ®rgues that prosodic features
such as prominence.cannot be understood-unless they are
considered in context-—yet the'context-he conSiders.is
still‘relatiyely small. Gumperz & Bennett contend that
_understanding the role of prosody in discourse requires
units largar than those of traditional 1inguistic analysis.
» Concerning the principal functions of prosodic .

variations sﬂﬂ% as intbnation contours, ana1ysts agree

-"that a orincipal function is in discourse cohesion. For

-example, Gunter (1982:301).in_a review of Ladd's book,
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-states that the main function of intonation is "...to }

"help pn signalling relevance that is, how the utterande

S i |
“discourse. = . ' E : . a
_ln a conversation of signalling boundaries Qe g. betﬁeen”

. may differ from other New Yorkers ims these uses of prosody

'_potential or actual variation is not easy to determine

now being made is connected to what went before." . |

" is largely unknown. However, the current state of prosodic

suggests asking the hearers what they have understood.

< R

Gumperz (1982a 329) obserVed that prosody is one of many
devides which are available for "%oreglounding" f

/ :
subordinating", aﬁd "associating" information in

A}

A second'important function is more directly
}

regulative e.g. indicating potential turn taking points

the wreliminary remarks and a‘formal lecture). h

‘ . . _l N ) ]
At present, the extent to which Puerto Rican speaLers
. ) - ‘ i

L4

° . t

analys1s and theory is such that the significance of

Gunter states that Usometimes...intonation means nothing

. N . ) O
at all. The problem:s that we must say an intonation -
_ . _— i

'with every sentence" we have no choice."" McGregor (1982

/ .
107) likewise despairs of understanding what prosody means, :

"Given the mutual and continuous creation of meaning in

 discourse, it wou(d be quite wrong to assume that what

any speaker 'means’ is specifizble . in terms of the

Y

function of particular prosodic or paralinguistic systems.

Rather than rely on analysts' interpretations, McGregor
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Bennett (1978) notes that “a theory of interpretation
‘and’ a method for verifying interpretations is lacking

Summarizing these.difficulties, although most

s

[

;analysts_agree that prosody is an integral part of.
.'ccnversationalameaningfanot all agree on how meaning
- 1is achieved or how the contribution of prosody is to
fh be gauged; pa;ticipa5;§'.and analysts'_internrethtibns

-of.the same interaction may be'at odds with each

| other;.eo that the.validqty of an integuatedfinterpretation
'is ca11ed into'queetion These conflicts would be importantL//;
to bear. in mind in evaluating how the present work fits
finto discourse analyses of .prosodic use, |

héonflicts.about the interpretation,of-prcsody'arise,

at.least in part, because of ‘a traditicnal split between l

"iinguistic" uses of.prosodic variation and "paralinguiStic"

o
N\

' uses which were thought to reflect the - Speakers att1tude

Ladd observes: thgt/this divi31dn is largely artificial,

allowing the d/alyst tp’ convenie 1y dispense with those -
.'_prosodic phenomena which did not n atly fit into a |
discreté -contrast model such as that of structural - P

*

tPhoyémics . AR .

s ' : o
/" . Some of the most interegting situations in which \.,

/
"attitudes" or intentions are mistakenly &ttributed are

those analyzed by Gumpenz, in which crossfculturalv
-communication.seems to have gone awry. Not only
prosody, but’other_"aignalling systems" contﬁibut? to

o , . . . ) L
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".such bréakdowns, in which hearers often interpret

‘speakers' utterances incorrectly and negatively. However;

since prosody m894§é§less consciously used, its nisuse'“ : ‘

may be harder to sentangle. 0'Cotinor & Arnolo.(1972:2),

believe that "“English speakers.are able to make a good'

-
-

"able‘to make the same allowance for mistakenly used

deal of allowance for imperfect sound making, but being

for the most part unaware of the far- reachlng effects of

.1ntonatlon 'in their own 1anguage they are much less

tunes." Thus, passengers 1nterpreted as rude the misuse
of falling intonation by a West Indian bus drlver on

the word please , while his 1ntention had been to be

polite (Gumperz 1982b 169) . '
‘The meanlngfulness of prosody in communication-
derives from a set of conventlons.concernlng how.prosodic
variations fit togetheerith other aSpects of the .
nessage,to'highlight or downplay potential fsenses' in
which the message could be taken However -as Gumperz

(1982 131 2) observed, prosody is only one of aﬂnumber'_

of "contextualization cues" which are ""habitually used ,ﬁ
; A R

and perceived—but,rarely_consciously noted and almost

never talked about directiy." Included'among such cues

~are choice words, as well as conversational "openings.
- and closings" and’"syntaotic options'. - Since the" -

integration of these cues and their interpretation is

conventionalized and unconscious, when a speaker misuses

»
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or misinterprets them~(as the West: Indian bus driver did)

~this "isg regarded ‘as a sodial faux pas and leads to

mis_]udgements of the speakers M [emphas:.s mineﬂ

it is not likely to be’ 1dent1fied as ‘a - mere linguistic

”'-error.; Not only prosody, but- all such cues could be _ .i°.%:
interpreted as attitude", in this light the traditional "a'

b
view of prosody as attitude conveyor appears even more

-

tenuous | |
e Given the many disagreements about what prosody.is.
how to analyze it and.what it does, the goal of the _j
-present ‘study is: a modest one--the, aim is. to consider
: prosody 8 contribution to differences among the
interactions of four Puerto Rican speakers As w1ll be:
'seen these interactions _vary in their partic1pants
apparent definition of -the task in which they are . o
.engaged as. well as in the discourse stratagies undertaken
ito accomplish speakers messagesh In at.fkast one .of
'_the interactions,'prosodic'usage, combined with lexical
and-syntactic repetition produces a strongly formulaic
'seiise' within 'a clearly structured whole. 1In another
interaction prosody as well as lexical choices seem
'to reflect a skeletal dialogue, in which speaker and
hearer negotiate with difficulty. : I . T«
3.0 Methods. | " |

The method of analysis employed in this segment

of the report was fairly straightforward, repeated

& '
. 4 .
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(f listening to recorded interactions, while carrying out

T .,f. i detailed prosodic transcription of rhe passages. I From

o |
i ' %ﬁ\%” ‘fva larger corpus portions of SOCiolinguistic intgrviews

[

3 were selected because they were relatively quiet and .

’ ,A‘*ZL represented a context or situation which all participants~:

.....

. shared | For purposes of this analysis passages\were

'selected in which the interviewer asks a complek ' e k' 2

. ~

Y

queStion The duration of selected passages varied greatly,

*g53~ | '_. from 40Aseconds to 2 minutes 11 secpnds " The amount
'of talk fnom the interviewer also varied ‘as willl be seen.
N V - s A prosodic transcription was assigned to each passage -

v

using the not ' 1 devices indexed 1n Appendixl .. The

H,"- notational system is based on the three level ("'tone- grouping,

1

- Stres% placement "and melodic shaqe") ‘'system outlined by :;g'
Gumgprz (1932b) and (more directly) Bennett (1981);.

_’:..._ -.;' is ultimately deriVed from the work of British researchers

e | 'f~e g John Trim. ‘Tone groups wetre marked as" ‘were pauses
. e S

';:i_' (using a, watch with a setond}hand) and pitch contours . ‘

Y

£

Y

,‘4:“'t were'described impressiaplstically u81ng the markings of

Bennett (1981) and additional diacritics detailed in U

1

ij.: ;?';;i’:; the margi/s‘eﬁ.the transcripts (see Appendix.Z) ‘ |
tr“fbffffﬁ{~ff*‘ Feur~speakers wereuselected_on_the_basisdaf_i — -
'_t?' . ti ) soc1olinguistic factors which make them representative ; _
g;lgpi.- V7=}{”Qf a small cross section of the male members: of the

'"carget communicy {(ct. Attinasi 1979) . Table I shows

fithe basic demographic data for. the four speakers

t ¢ .- ¥




'+ Table 1‘

aphic data for_ target speakers interviewed

~, Capitén

As Table 1 -shows, one of.

f - Age ArrAvgd U.s. Langutgg Doninance ‘Education .
- ¢ R Reported .
N - o
58, - 98 . . . ' Spanish . 9th grade
' 28 13 . .? ‘h‘ English_ : " (no. info)
3 . 4. Bilingualf ' ASth grade
40 g  Bilingual®  College

e speakers isulargely

AY

monolingual in Spanish- another‘prefers\to use English and

two .are bilingual.

The EWO - bi{ingual speakers nevertheless

[N

- differ in education. - ; .

’ “\

4,0 Particular prosodic components compared across .the

ey

‘four speakers

‘% '

Phrasipg,and rate

ed above, the eight passages varied greatly -

in length, from under a minute to ‘almost 2 and a

quarter minutes The interactions can glso be character- b

"ized from a temporal point of view through pause durations

and through the length of participants turns between

changes of speaker Although the consideration of

timing’differences is—necessarily dependent on the size

ahd representativeness of the speech sample it wag clear’

that thé interviewees differed greatly in both such timing

’ characteristics

The most distinct interviews in this regard (see.

-



Appendixb ) seemed to be those of Capitan (Spanish) and

> ."*#Domind (both'ianguagesﬁf&dcapitan's Spanish passage
E contains few long'pauses; which contribute to making it ;
seem rapid and-urgent HoweVer Dominé; particularly
in-the English interview produced numerous pauses of
over a second in duration - These pauses (combined
‘with other Surface forms . e.g. lexical ‘ahoice) “contribute
to.an impression of an extremelx cautious response in
Domino s English passage, the pauses 1n his narrative-
are in contrast to rather more xapid parenthetical

remarks ('"Like I said...so I really'don't.know ).

In terms of phrasxng, quino 8 qua1ifying remarks . - - l
often form a separate tone . group from the main assertlon | |
B e.g.,;”They sald"...(that they-didn t want no Black...)-
"i'vegalso'heard“ . (2 clauses) (that there is a, color'-
' distinction). My interpretation of this separation is o,
that<the'3peaker is careful to detach himself from -
'the.controversial, racism question being addressed : -
'F. - +Inl Domino 'S Spanish passage it is also clear that
¢ rate differencqs’exist a1though they are somewhat _ )
. difficult to interpret g&Ven the tdpe :reak after 16. T
.Hls rate definitely speehs up, between D4. and D7 ‘}n ;»

defining contribuciodnes én line 10, Domind again ends

up qualifying his answer afteqya.JOng pause (estimated

at 6 seconds') between co§§9.351 (life 13 and realmente - -
(line 14). ' a

- ) r ‘ #
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Surveying Domind's two passages, both seem to rely
on a similar kind of rhetorical strategy--defining by
example (in the Engiish_case, by a narrative) and
o prosodicaily, use of tone groups and pausing to gual;fz e,

a remarks. The last sentence of the Spanish passage - -

seems highly marked in terms of prosody, - syntax
(simple as opposed to complex), and in its brevity, to. _
all of the rest of Domind's remarks. This contrast could
be interpreted as adding special sa1iency to this last s -
sentence as’ a fina1e to the interview's complex question |
An approximate sum of pause-time in Domino s taped
passageS»yielded 46 seconds per one and a-half minutes
forj the English passage with the longest pause Sfeconds‘
in duration. For the Spanish passage, the longest pause g ' .
. '-'=wastten seconds (immediately after e interviewer's
opening question)~and 49 seconds of the one minute, 42
second passage were consumed by pauses' |

At the opposite ‘end of the spectrum/ Capitén's

-

Spanish passage contains only-a few one~second pauses.

i Even though the 1ongest turn (Cl4-20) uses syntactic
>subordination and re1atively long tone groups Capitén's -
'self interruptions (e. g ,r"mira el pro-"), tags, and |
emphatic stress, combine to create an impression of a
more rapid delivery. This 1mpression may be enhanced
by the recording situation in which Capitan was at first

‘competing for the floor.

-
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Gapitén’F English passage does contain pauses (in

819, 6 seconds elapse after jgué td crees?'"). Although

[]

he relies on a similar rhetorical strategy (question
and answef,.with_many tags) several tone groups are short

(e.g., in S12 "my kids"), and syntax in this passage

_shows less subordination than that in the Spanish one.

Unlike the Spanish passage in which there is competition
for the. floor in the_English-passage, Capitén is largely
nonologuing. | o | | | |
Franco and Nelo's Spanish passages seem at first'
similar, in_that both use rhythnio:and lexical repetition
fo; rhetorical effectl ;Houever; Franco's answer is more.
1engthy and elaborated within'the rhetorical format he
has set, while Nelo challenged by I.; ceases his monologue

and enters into a debate about the question and his

answer. In contrast to the latter part of Nelo's interview,

the repetitions in Nelo's lines 2-ff and Franco's lines 6-£f

seem Highly formalized--similar to the lecturf or politjcal -

address styles discussed by Gumperz (1982b). For both
speakers, although tone grOUps are not necessarily short,
boundaries are clearly delineated both lexically and

>

prosodically. Franco, in jparticular, 'seems to use

- gfeatuy‘lengthened phrasééfinal syllables to mark off _

.tone<groups."Both Franco'and Nelo finish their answers

with a single, capper:sentence-marked by reduced rate

" and pitch contouring.
: R
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Franco's English passage is characterized by similarly
well-demarcated boundaries between tone- groups;, althoughf
lexical repetition does not ‘seem to:interact as much
with prosody to‘create boundaries in this passage as in
he Spanish one. Lines FQO-ff.and F31-ff of the English
passage have similar phrasing, pace—wise yet in terms

of contouring, ‘they differ from the Spanish passage

: containing similar syntactic structure,

Nelo's English passage is the longest and like
his Spanish segment, it contains considerable interaction
and some overlaps.w1th the_interviewer. Nelo's answer ~

contains so much subordinationbthat the interviewer gets

«lost, yet he marks off boundaries by contrasting emphasis,

which.often falls on:monosyllabic Words'(efg. N7 : WHAT
language. . .; Ni7;18- LOOK Vs. SPEAK) These contrasts
should help in keeping the ‘answer coherent, but in fact,
they seem to have confused the listener (These will be
discussed further below) . It is interesting toﬁcompare _
those long turnms in which'Nelo.is responding to, the
complex question with those short remarks ('"No, nah--
wait a mimute!" Play it back."g . which seem clearly
separated fronythetenor_of the"'expositor§f speech, not
only by their content, -but also by rate cueshéloudness,.
and laughter.

Di_fferences in phrasing may be ash a function

of individual style as reflective of the different

»
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interviewee 8 conception of what was required as an

- 0

' answer. Interprétation of rate cues in Capitén s passages.

may be affected not only by-hisdproductions,,but also
by'their perception through the native rhythmic system
of a non-Spanish speaker; The'impression of rapidity
is apparently a very common.misperceptioﬁ of Spanish
rhythmic patterns by English speakers (Gf. Stockwell

& Bowen 1965). Phrasing differences will be discussed

further in considering the role of the 1nterv1ewer in-

. affecting thefcourse of'the-different speaker's answers.

4.2 Placement of major pitch obtrusion

In most texts on British or American English intonation
(e.g. 0'Connor & j“‘rArnold 1972), -a tone-group is described
as having one accented syllable which manifests a change |
or'“ootrusion" in pitch—contour 1 The position of the
prominent syllable may vary considerably, depending on
_the relationship of the utterance to preceding and
following reference, as well as on the syntax of the.

sentence (Crystal 1975). However,. as Gumperz_and-Ladd

have noted,_the prediction of accent placement in English

“\is\:ot straightforward, and it may require considering

: al rger sequence of discourse.to decipher than that

[RPSRRURIOr P W FE IS YT

traditionally considered in linguistic analysis Gumperz

., (1982b:112) notes that accent placement "...signals

inportant syntactic, pragmatic and‘expéessive information,

and it involves a degree of optionality which is much
, , .

&
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greatér_than that associated With'sentence'level grammatical
phenomena The freedom of choice in fact seems' to be
.more akin to that which we find in lexical selection and
in code - -switching,." _ ‘

In Puerto Rican Spanish, as described by the
traditional method; of analysis (Navarro Tomé&s-1944;
Jones 1962) and in the. accented English spoken by Jones
,Puerto Rican 1nf§rmants the position of the accented
syllable seems to differ from the purportedly 'usual'
English pattern Jones (p~ 264) states""the prominent
syllable of the last rhythm group in an accented English
tterance is ordinarily‘like that in American English;
-viz., at or near the end of the utterance; but, it is
_sometimes like that in Puerto Rican Spanish .back from
the end of the utterance. o |

Since the ‘Placement of the major pitch obtrusion

| varies considerably in connected English discourse and
''also siJZe‘this prosodic differencg often-acts in -
conJunction with other changes to enhance meaning
(e g. changes in lgﬁdness and/or tempo), it is nearly
impossible to "discuss them without making medtion of
other prosodic and semantic shifts Thud, the reader
is warned to expect some overlap betwien remarks in -
this section and those. to. .come.,

" In the recorded texts of the present study, the

most extreme contrasts in accent placement were noted
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in comparing F;anco and Capitan 8 passages (see Appendix c).
© But, as will be discussed the nature of these differences .
~ lay not only in the position of prosodic prominence but ~
- also™In the EZE/”E pitch contouring used by the two 3
speakers Since these two speakers were the most different,
in looking at accent placement I will concentrate on
description and muiys1s of their passages.

Co sidering first Capitan s Spanish transcript
many tone- group final words show a pitch change (the

expected' English pattern as well) e.ga, C:1 ..mejor";
C:11 "...aqui", C: 19 "...mano". However; the position_
in which emphasized_material occurs 1s usually earlier,
e.g;, C:16 has one strongly stressed qualifier in a |
string. ("jefe agtométicg) after which the pitch falls
and rate slows to a close. |

In contrast, in Capitan s English passage it is
apparent.that many of the strongly emphasized syllables
appear in utterance -final position/so that they coincide
with the sentential .inflection, e.g. C:7 "...grandes ;
C:3 "...long"; "knocking on"wood" In Capitén's English
passage, such emphasized words completeLmany 'short tone
gr%ups or series of short tone groups, in syntactically
ﬁsimple phrases Capitén s 1ast English turn cOntains
the most complex subordination, but it is also marked

_ by a numg%r of minor prosodic shifts over the course

of the utterance which serve to break it up into less




. 154

£ ,

complexlprocessing units. , _
- In Francofs-English passage, the positioning of
\ emphaﬁized words at first appears similar to Capitén's'

" use, since in Fil (BRAINWASHED) , _mzd "(THERE), F4 (NOWHERE) ,
and F32 (DOCTORS, ANYTHING), strongly emphasized words
appear_near‘a minor tone group boundary. nHowever,
lis'tening to the two English passages gi'ves a muoh - . )
different impression perhaps due to the way tempo |
changes are combined with pitch shifts. As mentiod@d
“above, Franco lengthened emphasized syllables to a
considerable degree (1mpres§10nistically), and th1s ‘

. . rate change, along with his use of pausing and repetition,
| “ . pro;ides a kind of oratorical Janity of 4 highly formulaic B
— | ~ sort (Cf. Gumperz l982b) A’ very similar impress10n is
afforded by Franco s Spanish passage in which phrase-final f
: é? words are similarly contoured and lengthened to complement
leaical repetition“(Cf. line Fl6 'estéd en la LUGHA,
aqui -en el BARRIO, y en la lSLA..."). |

4.3 . Contour types

Jones (1962) mentions ‘that "the use of gliding contours
while quite common. in American English is rare in Puerto : - %
Rican Spanish.? On the other hand, gliding contours _
appeared.to be charactgristic of other Spanish_speakers' Ty

| English speech--Chicanos*(Penfield 1981). |

Among the four Puerto Rican speakeré in the present

study, all used glide-contours in both languages, although




the mmxmm in which these pitch'changes interacted with
-content and other prosodic dimensions was certainly not
equivalent ‘

| Capitén's‘samples~stpod out from the rest in that

he seemed to use' many shifts in register, i.e., a step-upx'
or stepfdown‘in'pitch;.as opposed.to a gliding:rise or |
fall, 'In_his English passage,‘the shift upward in pitch
was sometimes accompanied'by a change towards louder
speech perhaps in order to compete more effectively for

-

'the'floor.' This is particularly evident in the rhetorical

ayestions of C:4, C:5, C:10. ';"' o |
Capitén also ufed another prosod1theqhnique seemingly 'Jf

uncomnion’ among the other spea&érs. I have called this a

',"ramp"-contour In this contour the pitch seems to

Esteadily rise over the whole tone group (Cf. in the Spanish |

passage, Cl4: "Te lo estoy diciendo ")!‘At present it 1s_

unknown whether these shifts are unique to the speaker

or whether they are a feature of Puerto Rican "accented"

‘ English ‘although the comments of Jones and Ladd ~as well

['4
as textBook descriptions (Barrutia & Terre111982) would-

T \suggest the latter For instance, Ladd has suggested o ;

that prosodic analysis of intonation in terms of sequence

of level tones may be moye apt for languages such. as

-

Spat\lish than. it is for /English
«In 3;6ltan 8 Engl?sh passage the.pse of register
' shifts and 'ramp’ contgurs was’ particularly striking.

. _ ; .

.
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Ié—f-Fbr.ﬁxampleg in'Cl0, a’'ramp (rising overallshape) and

.shifts result in stress on the-prohoun them--

" discourde, for a native English speaker. It would seem

;'muoﬁ/; re 11ke1y to have the point ef p1tch change be the .

verb, /with a h1gh-fa11 or rlse-fall: But I still 18ve them.
Uﬁle,s thgg_were.being‘contrQSted with another group of
people (i.e., another possible referent--"I don t mean-
thdml, I mean themz") thls word would not be focussed

The upward register shifts which Caplten uses on
the first wﬁ-word of rhetorical questions (efg,vCQA:

"What ¢an I wait?")wlmay be reflective of a tendency

'(like'that noted in Jones' informants) for the position

'of pitch shlfts in such structures to move back toward

¥ [

the beglnnlng of the utterance.

In Franco and Nelo's English paesages, the presence
o§ such.tegister shifts is less common, although some
wére fbund._ Franco's English sample -was marked by
fr%quept use of rise-fall ceﬁtours, which ﬁere accoﬁpenied
byglengthened syIlaBles; rise-fall eontoﬁrs_ofteh_occurred
in the ‘context of repetltlon

. When Franco uéed an upward register shift in his
\

. Englxsh interview it appeared to mark boundarles--elther

" a beginning (e g., launching into his verbal performance-

F5), dr starting up after a filled pause (e.g. "A lotta-"

in Rl4). It is also used-to contrast Franco's point of

162
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a most unusual position for emphasis, giveﬁ the surroundingt
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view with othersf,.e.g. in F22: "For me..." or EQ?:

"We're not dummies. The latter utterance also seems to-

' represent a good example of what Liberman & Sag (1974)

AN

¢

have called the . contradiction contour: ", Franco's use_
of upward shift, as well as rise-fall contours often
served to provide a prosodic contrast which- complemented
h1s line of argument, which ' 1n the English passage at least,

s
1nvolved presenting a prop081tion and its counter- pr0pos1tion

'in close prox1m1ty g BEEN

“

Nelo¥ S passages also contained some use of upward

register shifts which seem to parallel thdse of Capitén,

"e.g., when he is interrupting or competing for the floor :

(CE. Spanish passage, Nl4), he raises both the pitch

‘“register and loudness of his véice.. This association -

between prosody and-pragmatic function is far from

perfect, and it is seldon-%een in Nelo's English passage.

i In'the Enélish passage, it was more common for the

transcriber to perceive downward register shifts;_while
emphasis is-conveyed by rise-fall contours. -One very
distinctive use of register occurs in-NBO'in which Nelo

quotes or mimics a question asked of a semmlng non- Puerto

‘Rican: "Oh- you're Puerto Rican?" In this utterance

there is a Very large fall on "Puerto Rican" followed ‘by

-

a formulaic sing—song.-pattern on Nﬂl:_{;e11, I. could

never tell" which combines with the content to give it

-what I thought was a humorous connotation. At any rate,

-

N

N\

\
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it certainly seems to cue the listener that it is not
the quoting of a real conversation that is taking place.
In. Domino s transcripts upward register shifts
accur rarely' but may serve to mark boundaries in a-.
similar way to that seen in Franco's passages. For
‘example, consider DS: "One timeWQ"; Dl4: fthis'is.
" comments..." in the English, and Dl7: "Es un sentir...f
in the Spanish. ‘

‘The real pragmatic iﬁpact of contour types is
difficult to assess in considering each separate
"paraMeter_across speakers passages, since context
-.syntax, and .apparent relationship'with the interv1ewef
also'varied acraoss the sessions, as did ‘the reported
language preferences of each speaker. Given_the extent
_of co-variatlon, it 1sﬁdifficult to measure the extent
to which prpsodic differences are intertwined with
iinguistic and eitralinguistic differences in the eightﬁ
situations. . t |

;

- Neuertheless, it does not appear to be theacase that
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language'preference or even language spoken in the*passageS‘

chosen can completely characterize Speakers' control of
prosody. That is, it is not true that certain contour
types, phrasing, or accent positions occur ‘'only in one.

language and never in the otler. Although the inventory

of prosodic material whichfspeakers haue availdable seems .

to be similar, it doea_seem likely that the manner in



'the task at hand

: devices7
'is combined with semantic content

0

.further below.

: pltch contour almost as if the segmental material

- o v

:which it is distributed with respeot to other "contextuali-

L

'zation cues" is not only a feature of 1anguage spoken,

ﬁfbut also ofﬁindividual socialization and definition of

Even given the recognized tendency

of analysts to f01st their ‘own system off ‘on unsuspecting
-passages in anothex language (Cf Pointon 1980), what
'*appears most Striklng about the.one most- accented

‘Span;sh speaker's English is:not h1s “inventory of prosodic

but rather the manner in which that inventory

-

The most direct parallels between the two languages
can probably be’ seen in Capitan s use of some highly
formulaic tags in: both passages (CA)

L

'ﬂe das cuenta c6mo-es7“

the‘two tags
- &
and "You know What I mean9”
-J

are quite sﬁmilar rhythmlcally and in Herms of thelr ;
[+}

-

,

-iwere merely plugged into a rhetorical frame with an

,) M . R ¥
.. . .
o Y S

associated prosodic structhre , 1

\l

. At the other end of the spectrum Domind seems .to

\.create a cautious impression through a similar proSodic

device in both languages slowing down before filled or

' unfilled pauses of fairly extensive length

_It seems possible'that both of these examplesbof._

-

parallels could merely reflect rhetorical:-habits of the

speakers and only incidentally, something about prosody. .

: .
. .
. '

] . ; . A
# . ’ : 2k

-This will‘be‘discussed,
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As in studies of interlanguage in second- language

'

.acqui81tion prosodic phenomena may arise in a situation

\

of language contact which are really not attributable
to either system but nevertheless serve a useful

communicative‘function-for the L, learner in getting a

‘message across. More extensive sampling of Puerto-

Rican speakers' diSCOurse in comparable situations
would be needed to determine what pOints of prosodic
structuring are shared w1thin the community and

across languages R - . T .

5.0 'The;role of_thefinterviewer
As mentioned above, passages were selected because

they came from a context all participants shared—~an

L}

vinterView However, that certainly did not mean that

all conceived of -waat they ltmld do in. the same way.

160

Discourse analysts (such as Gumnerz and’ -Bennett) = '

*

-~ argue that in;beginning an-interaction, participants

-seek.to establish a common frame of reference or inter-

pretation -which’ mutually helps to define~the speech

-activity in which they are engaged, e.g..a service

‘encounter, a discussion a scolding 'Retro~active

‘-

-reassessment of an interaction may occur if the

interlocutors discover that one or both of them have

misgaUged the nature of the interactive 'work' they

_have set out to do:: Not only must partners succeed in

4 )

"edtablishing such an interactive frame at the beginning

»

166 .
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‘of an interactlon but theyxmust also attend to the _ ) o

~ dynamic flow ofxtalk,-which can shift—the entire view.

of what a discourse means and what it is acco lishing;
One of the most dramatic of such shifts might be when

the genre itself is changed, while the participants

~continue to interact, e.g., a preliminary chat followed:"

>

by. a professional session between lawyer and client,
doctor and patient or pastor -and counselee..

while the recorded 1nterviews of the present study »

/ - .

do not contain such dramatic shifts they do seem to

vary in the extent to which the 1nterviewer partic1pated .

- in the interaction and he1ped to shape its outcome

The partic1pants conception of their task is doubt1e8s_
influenced by the 1nterviewer s, contributions although

at times his speech is 1imited to back-channel rematits

- of encouragement (Mahm etc). Some differences between

-

the 1nterv1ewer s relationship with narticipants_included
the follow1ng Capitén appears to have regarded the
intervieWer as a cross between schoolteacher:and social;
worker.ﬁ On the other hand, Nelo and the interviewer

exhibit'comraderie'through the laughter, interruptions,

and challenges which'highlightiboth Nelo's passages,‘i

. Domind's interviews reflect an almost clinical detachment--

an impression fostere& not. only by his lexigal choices

and pauses in the passages, but also by the interviewer's

behavior. .
. & n
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A sequential consideration of. interviews in which
the same complex question was asked of different speakers

can serve to_show-how several discourse features combine

to give a distinct' progression to the. respective sessions,‘

L 4

&

and cumulatively to determine_the outoome of the interview.

nd L]

»The same question, "How would you explain what it means
_to be Puerto Rican?" was askedkin,gpanish of Franco
Neio and Domind. All three speakers seemed to share
certain beliefs about what the questio? called for in
terms of verbal performance These shared assumptions
affected both the shape of their responses and their
1ength. Specifically, all seemed to3believe that in
_response to the complex. sort of question asked by I one
must convince, justify, and build a strong argument if
possible It weuld mot do to meﬁely state an attitude -
.or reiterate a beliéz as the answer.

Domind's answer seems most sharply in contrast to
those of the other tmo'speakers. The many long pausesfu
in Domino's Spanish session add to this contrast. Scoilon
il982:338) has observed"zhat-long pauses such as those
uséed by-Dominérmay occasion negative stereotypes, .e.g.

_indiyiduaismmay Be.regarded;as "cold,_withdrawn, and

even hostiie." =Anotner manneX in which such pauses

on what he is about to say (Gumperz & Kaltman (197if48).

These authors found that prosddic contouring followed *

-
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by nauses cenveyed the effect of ¥eonscieus ;eflection'
or.éctive-plenning."
Dominé's first reaction ﬁ5iphe question 1is Ee'ask |
for clarification, which nefthen eonsiders for about “;
7 seconds He begins by e concession D4-5 which is
u B quickly acknowledged by the interv1ewer ~ After the
break, Domlnd 'speeds up so *hat the interviewer- does
_not add any more verbal pﬁbds Domlnd seems to be_
answering, "Ser puertorrlqueno es sentlr orgullo "
" (To be Puerto Rican is to feel pride), The brief
elabefation of pride in civic action'and in keeping
%anguage and cultural practices alive seems to

constitute an incomplete list, marked by the 6-second

pause after éh~(Di3)_anq_before realmente (D14) .

The lexicon of his qualifying statement (Dlé6:

ha confrontado') end.also the prosody of the long

disclaimer fofm'a-backdrop fqr-his simple final

statement (Ser puertorriquefio) ''es un sentir". (D17).

‘Even though both at.the}beginning and at the end of his

anSwer-Dominé has proclaimed it difficult to cﬁaracéerize,

in.the'end it is quite simnle. In lines 210~13 rhythmic
'““—*conginuttywmay“hanemheiped”fhe“Iistener“anW”mUré”Was‘“'"‘“”'"

to. follqﬁ in the long“sequence.df "hacen contribuciones..."
" (D10) up to ”pigctican (D12) +just as the register shift
and higlr fa11 with emphasis on the last item combined

with content to 1et the interviewer knpw the answer was

\
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“~compiete-. The long list-like elaboration-in which

enguaje 1s repeated (D12) is perhaps the paxt of

Domind' s'passage which most resembles that of the

_other two speakers to be considered. - ’ -
Looklngxat Franco's ;nswer{_he also begins-hy asking /
.whatris expected of him and pauses several seconds before ° o
launching into'his answer, Franco uses a hind of
telescoping to get his argnment'off the ground creating

a geneologically" expanding group whose actlvities he

then elaborates \This te1escop1ng=ccu1d also have been
seen as making ver precise.thG'explanation'called for.
These preliminaries“done,_Francofseems-to giQe a shcrt
lecture' with a repeated tag;line In rhythmic structure,
thisrpassage (from 7 on) seemed. reminiscent of a litany

in which a line is repeated once:for every new utterance.
However, the originalmaterial, in bcth length and
.speciflclty, outstrips the repeatan tag line. For
example, the subjunctiveszln 1ines F20-21 (que suba v

que mire pa\'trés) contrsdt with the descriptive '
-indicatives in’ the preced’ng line, having the effect,

like'themgeneqiogy in the| beginning of the passages of

'-yﬁwa,telescoping attributio

:;e.g., "whoever fits this

description... thenhthat pe%son regardless of sex, 1is
a true Puerto Rican%" The lgrge pitch shift on the
conjunction "o'" (R22) is,acco panied by‘a.lengthening _

_ N\ o
which indicates\that the end ofy his argument is being



' m?de. Given the breadth of people included under
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FfanCo's answer, itfis'diffiéult go imagine how a
counter argumént, sucﬁ as the one ﬁosed by_the'in;e;viewegﬂl~-
in Ne1639'session, could ‘have successfuliy'beén raised.
In'Fraﬁco's passage, the interviewer's role is quite ! -
limited; although Franco asks for confirmation (FJS: ' : *
entien&gs?”), helonly.sﬁecificélly requirés the interviewef's
response ' in evaluating his bgrfdrmance;A(E25:5qoﬁtesté |

bien o mal?)

Nelo's answer begins with a general statement which

the interviewer construes as- excluding himself. During

this statemert, Nelo seems to put emphasis on segmental

. aspectS'of P.R}'Spanish'phonology (the u&ular r's are very

Aclear)._ It is ;émpting to wonder whether this embhasis,'

like the subjunctives used by Franéo”may be 'performance'
aspects of Spaﬁish as a ﬁedium éhe inte;viewef has
;arlief spegificaiiy_requested, and which; over and above
the iexicél contenf-of the anéwers, also éffects the
discourse meaning. SR
It is also of intereét that in_Nelo's paésage the )
clarifibegtion which the other speakérs asked for early
on—;and then proceeded on--is not achieved til almost

the end of the session. Tt is, moreover, achieved

through a series of fairly ggressive challenges and

counters an, the part of both interlocutors. The o

argument ~gdes something like this: » '
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T A, "Being'Puerto Ricanimeans being born on the
island, being nationalized there, and baptized "
‘W‘.
B. '"However, if one's parents are Puerto Rican, then

the child, even if not fitting the first description,l_ ..
is'also Puerto Rican." | ' |
Although Nelo, at first, describes this.second generation'a
as "descent " he later clarlfies that it means nationality.

The crux of the argument is brought out in lines 22-33,

in which the interviewer adds solamente (T:23) to the

P

"earlier description by Nele : ("a Puertorriquefio is nly

a person born in'Puerto Rico)} The fact that the. lnterviewer

'is actively participating can be noted in his completlon

of Nelo's sentences, his seizing the floor in I22, and

-hlS several repeats of the same utterance in attempts

(I6 I12, 120) to get Nelo: to see his views as the logical
consequence of Nelo's earller descrlptlve statement Nelo

does not seem.to see his point until at least N21 It

seems likely that the word solamente in I33, which. is

ol

. emphasized not only by the lnitial loudness of the

) utterdnce but also by a rise-fall, represents a iurning ’

f,

- point. . o | | f‘

.

Nelo's utterance in N33 is a counter‘challenge to the

'intervieWer's»preceding comments and his explanation in

_ N30-81 makes explicit what the intervlewer has been getting

~at all along. The fact that the ipterviewer interrupts

and keeps*going in I28-29-while Nelq is spegking fosters
f ' _ )
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an‘impression that he is beqomingisomewhat'exasperated: '
Finally, after.receiying an.apparently'more aceeptahle

. answer, he expands on Nelo's reply (I37). However, by
exaggerating his response (NA40O- 41),Ne10 points out that
this expahsion is not what he had intended |

In the three interviews the participants apparent.

relationship differs not only in the amount of interaction
but also in the type of interaction which takes p1ace.‘
Although remarks based on such a small Sample;are”no |
.mpre than‘specniations, eonsideration of oniy one

Lt

. partner's|role (e.g., in Nelo's interaction) would miss

‘quite a lot of how shared and édnflitting views move

a discoUrse forward. The exclus1on of one part1c1pant s

‘remarks mhght also serve to 1gnore the differences among
\

the intervigws in how the interaction ik negotiated and

how long sudh negotiation takes.

» 6.0 Conclusiqns

'_The goal of‘this paper was to review some .of the

work done on prosodic analysis and then provide an
integrative description ofihow?prosody,-in-the context

; pf extended discourse, conﬂtibuted to differentiating

.eight passages;pro'uced byﬂfour‘Puerto.Rican speakers.
The aim was to su .ey not only differences in the types

Qf_congouns er-rhyt mic phenomeni speakers employed but
ﬁlsb_different patterns across the four speakers in how .

-these prosodic phenomena combined with other aspects of

e | o "173_
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' the message--semahtic' syntactic or rhetorical--in
order to convey distinct listener 1mpressions ; e
Various limitations of such an analysis were mentioned
at the outset, and it seems clear that interpretations
given are atubest hypotheses. At present, since there
-ex1sts no theory of interpretation against whichi:F
‘alternatives could be measured conclusions about the
;passages.seem'more akin to literacy criticism (and
.subJect to the same flaws) than they do to linguistic
analysis of a more atomic sort. L. -, -
One way of checking remarks‘concerning the nature
.'of the interactions would be to utilize Gumperz techniques
n which J&mbers of the community serve as Judges of
corded passages. As members are asked 1ncreas1ngly
s&ecific questions, elic1tatio‘ procedures are developed
for collecting and interpreting instances of s1milar
interactions Qs Gumperz (1982b: 137) states, such
-procedures alIOW\the analyst ''to relate interpretations
ito identifiable features of message form [1n thlS case
prosody], [and] to identify chains of inferences... ."
.. The difficulty in using sutha method, in terms of
prosody, is thgt such judges--and a great many linguists--
do not agree on what prosody means. ;Moreoyer, prosody:
is below 1 steners:mawareness to such a degree that
Athereiis-no common vocabulary for speaking about it at

*

all. While listeners mayinpcognize{deviations from the

™
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/

A

. dxpected, they may not be adept at;spegifying just what

as we11 as the manner in wh1ch the different speakers

'EﬁéékéEs nse.different*rhetorical strategies in passages -

‘analyzed may say little about'their repertoire. = For

'prosody does not mean something_as;instances”ofmawtype,?mmwnw__rsm.

i | 169

K4

formal differences in a passage congtituted the ”deviation"
Such ¢ifficu1t1es would necessitate gatherlng data from.
a fafrly 1arge number of llsteners in order to examine

Ve

trends in their . 1nterpretation of a passage.- . ___
© In the present documenn, passages have been examined

by one listener (with he1p -on some of the passages from _ ~h

another) The goal of an 1ntegrat1ve ana1y81s seemed

to be. most c1ear1y achieved in looking at the passages

sequent1a11y, regardlng the contrlbutlon of the 1nterv1ewer

presented their answers to a complex question through

rhetorical structuring, However, to say. that different

example, on a different occasion, Capitén might tnrn
out to use the'litany—like rhetoric Franco dfsnlayed
or Dominé, the tag-studded'styie of Capitén.

A further @ifficultf in thelpresent nethod'ma§

have been orgapizational; as Gumperz has pointed out, - ' C e

but rather, prosody is one of the dimensioms through
which contextualization occurs in an interaction.
Consideration of timing, contours, and potential lariguage i

differences (séparately) detracted from a contextually

‘gntegrated view; and may-have restricted the view of

175
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"\\. 7 conversational inferencing'between participants in
/“ the EIght passages
In the most ideal of pQSSlble wquds the eight
. - passages could have been chosen w1th more regard for
| content simllarlty (e.g. all eight representing answers
to the same question) so that the contribution of
prosody to d1fferentiat1ng the 1nteractlons could have |
been more sa11ent 'or-easy to sort out, As it is, each

step of the 1nterpretatlon is made somewhat tentatlvely,

s1nce it is unknown how many d1mens1ons of variation may

&

account for the observed d1stinctlons in outcome or-.
among 11stenerc1mpress1ons . The cumulative effect of -
such- unknown factors is to leave.the-observations
at a more surface level than.they could be if more
baseline data on prosodic structuring Oor -more control
- - _  for content were available,
Despite the pre11m1nary nature of 1nterpretatlons
'in this ‘report, it seems clear that some statements aof
pn@V1ous analysts are sypported and others are 81mp1y

"untenable. For example, 1t seems very likely that

-

\ ~~Jones" general statement-concerning the distributional

differences between Puerto Rican Spanish and English

may be more accurate than specific comments of other

h

authors (as well as Jones) concerning the spec1fic
v -

prosodic inventory. At the moment it seems" very risky

indeed to state that any contour type never appears in R




\anrexample of such a dlﬁference % }_t

either,of the ianguages orfinﬁfh@”speech of the community

~ under study. However;'with:ﬁore"directed research“usihgu
Gumperz' elicitation methods, it may be possible to Say | 0
that some prosodic -shapes 1n a particular context do |
not carry the _8ame inferential weilht. or imply the same
"discourse consequences among these billngual speakers
as they would among non- communlty members who spoke
exclu31vely Engllsh In fhe presbnt set of data, it‘

is Capitém's use of accent placemknt ‘which may represent

In future studies, another podential d1rect10n
L '
could be to look for instancés .in which problems in’
negotiating the 'frame of interpretation' exist..'Hints
of such situations‘were found among thé presenﬂ.data

set (e.g., in Nelo's sessions);.lt SeenS'likely that by

narrowing the focus to theée (perhaps) extreme situations,

- and by collecting numerous listener reactions, trends

'\of 1nterpretatlon could be fOUnd McGregor's suggeséion

(
L4

as . to dlscovery methods for the role of prosody and

his apparent cyniC1sm as to the _outcome would be important

Eo ‘bear in‘mlnd Agreement on interpretation out81de
the context of the ongoing interaction may never be
approachei by an after-the—facthanalysis.m.When possible,
it w?aiiﬁbe impbrtant'to compare'the,impressions of

actual garticipants to those interpretations developed

'by/hnalysts 1ater¢on.

el




‘profitable approach in future studles of prosody 1n-

'context, variation 1n th1s aspect. of language (as R

‘a continuum which cannot be neatly circumscribed by

a small set of categories. [This observation seéms

'community~w1de 81mi1ar1t1es and differences in the {

"csntextuallzatlon ach1eved through prosody as well

. of analytic methods, using elicited interpretations”in

L | ] 177
Likewise, itlcould be possible to narrow the
focus to certain genres of 1nteraction (e.g.

narratlves) searching for common anﬂ d1v=rgent trends

'acgoss speakers inxthe prosodlc.contrlbutlons to

»
L4
¥

framing, moving, and capping a narrative 'story-line.

By concentratlng on such talk .across community members,

however the analyst mlght tend to sllght those regulatlve

"functlons of prosody in. less monologue -style discourse

(e g. ga1n1ng and ced1ng the floor'in multiple speaker
interchanges) Such uses might - also differ cross-

culturally and affect the success of communication

(Cf. Penfield).

[

Al

While a narrowing of focus would seem to. be a
Bofinger has been observing for many years) is along

even more apt when con31der1ng the role of prosody

in cross- cultural communication or in examlning

as,other devices.
4

It seems likely that studies of prosodic contr1butions

to discourse meaning may profit most ‘from a combination )

addition to participants'.judgements of 'what 1s happening',

» L}
’
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lh":; ,;“'memnit mgans,when"they are.ignored. o N : v

’g&ﬁ a different language as well as for the analyst

- axe alqp likely to stand out Ef*they occur in parallel

- R -

' 'Like observations of non- verbal communication, much of

pnpsodic vamiation: seems 'to fall within certain situational

o v

limits The tasks confrontlng the analyst include not
only describing the limigs in- context but how they

%pntribute to the flow of the interaction and what

o

" "on the other hand prosodic choices (like lexical®
) 4'..: N
ones) mayﬁbe unpredictable,.and these non- foxmulaic

-~ -2 o va

uses constitute a cons1derable challenge for the speaker

‘. “

-
‘.

-

They are not necessarily ”attitude” (Cf. Ladd) but
-
they arE'interprted at times as if they were.

- Atﬁthe moment , it* seems most feasible to toncentrate

.on Uhe'more formulaic used'df prosody, since these may'

’ unconsc1ous yetf&hey contribute to prasuppos1tions

'.'.

aboutithe nature o£ a discqurse in crucial ways. They -

.....

we -

’f-

fashion in a speaker s discourse in either language as

3

in Capitan s tags ‘ Cumperz and other.linguists have

recently etated that much more of languageﬁuse is formulaic

v o,
......

than had been 3%evious1y ‘agsumed and hat such formulas

.

beax, imp'rtant pross cultural differe ces
) '. m

While Cdﬁ!tan s tags may be indeed a plebeian and . "

-~

peripheral instance of such formulas, it seems 1ikely that '

more complex.ﬁg?tancesrhxist which could be discovered ® -

_,., » % -, e
through a combination of elicitatiqpuand feedback methods.*

- : ) . ) .
» . A * -
- 179 o ~
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Certainly, there is more to the contribution of prosody -

i

be taken.

than formulas, but such:utteranéeS‘foer a starting

place from W*ch further ‘steps in the investigation can

5

L1
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Appendix 1; (frpm Bennett+. 1981) Notational éymbols .
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Prosodic Features and Transcription Symbols
¥. Tone Group ) &
a. Minor Tone Group Boundary:|  He took the bock]|and he
b. Major Tone Group Boundary: | I gave it to Bill“ |
2. Nuclear Tunes ‘ -
. . ™
, a. Falling: high~fall: word
low-fall: word
» . '\
. " L o’
b. Rising: '%ighérise: word
low-rise: word . ¢

c. Complex:

; _ rise-fall: word’
¢
| . L
: |
- . fall-rise: word
‘rise-fall-rise: word
. ' ’—
d. Level: .- : word

3. Register Shifts .

b. Do&nwérd.register shift: |John‘ who isn't coming-today
" 4. Tempo Changes ' ' '

‘a. Increased tempo: acc. (accelerando_
b, Decreased témpo: rall. (rallentando)

5. Dynamics .
.a. louder, léud

b. softér, soft 0

6. §§res§

a. Very high Stress: WORD 2
b. High stress: word
. - — —
o c. Low stress; word’
( a

176

threw it

a. .Upwafd reg%éter shift: lThen Bob said get out of here '
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) ) . Transcnpt of Capitdn's tape: Representat]‘ve" 178
Ty ‘ . ) Spam.sh portion of intervie
: . : (Tape B 121 a, lines 73- 83) .

Durat ion=40 spc.

The interviewer has asked a general’ question about conditions om the
- block and Capitdn has responded that thmgs aren 't getnng any better
because people don t coopérate v-n:h each other He is elaborating on this

pomt aftér some mtervem.ng comments by Franco and Nelo,

. »

-

R N 5w A : : .
C: 1: Ud. vive un poquito meijor ILy-ya todoﬂ'nundo lo quiere. ]|
' [ o — : : oo .
- : 2. T 1e-/ ~al >
‘ ® step ~Arun +
A TZ{- le da un' consejo a un L_uchacho / v el gadr le dice, | s
’ ~\ el 1 sec . '
4: |"No me le d 8 1 s h chos " : very lows-
| L_ouu;_ ® Sduaelg o los muchachos."f"

5: " lTe das cuenta cdémo gl

R . ~ I: 6:" 'T,;e dicm-@?[ ;
, C: 7:. r—Euanta+uh manta gente han venido zﬁui?/
« Fi B: . (He's nght to sprviva. right?)

’
v 9:  Goos . Ny em ] sec.
Gy 9.» {Cuantos programag han echado por el piso aqux,/(uejo?l-/ -

P - I: 10:  ° pm? © Hm? (directed corra}co?)
. - | Cc: 11: I'll,—'éntos programas Lan echado por-el p_}__g aqu1 / °
12: r.Programas 28, vieio,foiste?f
) [ 8 buesag, v /_L _ .
. ' . X130 (What is ic, life- - )
) . ' (rl-‘r)
C:.14: M7 estqy d1c1endo. el pro-/mira~
" & /LEIA"'B / o N
5: Yo quxs).era -que el hermano mio que est3 en Puerto Rico estuviera .at:u‘.’/

‘e,

16 + Porque &l es jefe automdt ico de todo el programa completo.t_gderal
L

> . : en Puerto Rico-ﬂl sec, :
) . “
: . 17: ? ‘
/\ , Lh‘.“
- o 18; Paro ese &ube /ois:.'(' 1 sec.

o " ., 19¢ -Y te tiene a todo el %L_or all!/con la m gsh te en la manq( hm?’
. ./\
20: lnu.*.,l".sren el hm_q m/J efe completo del E_r.ograma £9¢ que Uds,

- . act
e . ¢ . tienen.|
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Transcript of-.Capit&n's tape; Representative ‘. ‘179 . S e
- English portion of interview
(Tape B122b, lines 2530-2554) .
) Duration=2 min, 4 sec.
I:  1: |What do you comsider to be aggeod lee"l
’ acC-
C: 2: Oh, when you are retired, man You « ( ) work, work. / ’
o wall. * ~
3: You (are) retired, you live long. //fl%ocki.n on-a wood I’ : : '
4. Hhen you 'féé lyour k1ds lyou are Qf_f_, |you E'nou what [ mean"n
. - .
5: You finish you with vour kxdg./nght?ll
—_— i o/ . .
-~ I:  6: No. ' : _ ' B
~
, . o . oy . )
C: - 7: You're finished with vour kids alrgagvrporque los kxdslestan grandes.[l .
- - : ' _ —_—= .
1L 8: Righe. ' ] “
- LE;‘J . . a
. " C: 9: They give it to me.l |I don't have to give nothmg to chem
_ . I el T sedt
: : 10: Bue 1 s_%u lovin’ them,lhm? . ®ramp
It 11: H-ha.
4
SRR Brill in my headl’ T my gg ]
! (9 second pause) )
R ! - - -~ "\' "<
N ' ‘13 ‘LQiné yo me puedo nedir? lWhat are vou going to ask l’.omc\rrox.r'.’l'5 ! ramp
' ! -~ e . - -
li: Good life,|work, | *n' Mchac's al1! ]
_ ey :
- I:- 15: So vou would say/chac for You, ,che only thing that you wanc/for the \
- : — ra\l
rest of your life '
. ~
. i lé: 1is to- reure /co live. long. // - |
C ) *~ rll N Tt et ‘
-C: 17: .Be qui;t./ nise geaceful, man. l soft, rall
. -~ . ~ ; . — \
.13: After ali these vears- sixtV years/m like a= {cut of§ )
s . ]
.. . JRETIEES 6 ec. B
° ’ ) 19: ©Oh, [man /lﬂ_usut.-u cre{gs? ns
~ -
20: {When you get oldfit's different you know. -
0: [ i gt o k|
21: Tygy gocta—eh-/whole uj_lfor Jou. 'sec.
;| - 22: Oh you are a ymg_k&_/you are thirty-two xegrg.' - sla':.e_s‘aﬂurod C
23 Bere I am 315;1 years m ’sec. ‘
l at can I MJ” ve, that' s_an_, Iﬂm?'ll gotta L}ve ,

281 r_-p the. other le ,go see tt:fns lml\

-
26: Somebody needs some M ’I give it to him ,blah blah blah, M,/ Bm //
4 ~

f"‘ . ’
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'{quliah transcript continued) . ’ . 182n
(3),\ _
27: Live ’thh my wife alone ’ My kids 8“’ .

-~

a
28: l en you et ick x ’
. You get pick up the s1xnesl when you pick up the s1xt1es lv1eJo.\

29:
you no have to worry about nothin ing man, / dﬁ"‘wrum“d

. b}
30: you arelo 1d enaugh to ‘know what everyt hing's going on lOK" "

.

*

ROV




: esplain| :
: -
“I: 3: ;Como hxpliuaria“ﬁ-phcaria‘que qulere decu ser puertornqueno?/{
N .

S

181 -
Transé&fipt of Franco's tape; Representative
Spanish portion of interview
('I'ape B 28a, lmes 1443 -1454)

Duranon-l min, 12 sec..

1: ._1 h&‘ma eStphcaria qué quiere decir ser Puertornqueno"//
— . - . e

>
F: 2 Picaria? ~ "

(w{t

F: &4: VYean,

[Poes . - 3. sec, . L. o
4_‘5: Pues, ser portoriquefio es” l _ ...hacer puertorriquerio g_s_li,en_ﬁ_ pa'gol?”
- . . ' b BRI

rall
' 4 sec. . Lt
I: 6: s1.° 8¢ . --_s,./r
“ T4
F: |Fr1mero.}|no voy & decn' que - vo,sorv puer'or'mue'\o.l v B
2 LE 2 AUeN0. |

8: porque cada puertorriquefio les un bog\mua.lﬂsec

o 1 éec-
9: Y s1'vamos a hablar de boncg ,vamos a hablar de tamo. l :
I —

10: si vamos a|e~xp11carlo m "5

Egtonces.l!zuendo puertorrxqueno‘l ea(que eres decle)que tl eres de-l

- nl radl.
12: de 1la isla de Puerto Rico. ' . .
w4

~ll.

13: Ent lendes n

14: |Un puertorriquefio e&

15: lE_s_g @8 un puertorriqu:\ﬁo."_

A
de la familia de boncuas tainos. l

—_— Al " nst -4l

16: Es en que est'a en la luéhz‘xlaqui'en el)barrio./.en la isla. sastaan

L e -
7: BBon puertornouenos I que ‘somos humanos. ,
18: Le_so es un puertorriquefio, “uno que giempre esta .con-
————— o

- . ~ "™V 1 gec, N
19: |donde nacm}y_donde estan sus rytas | ¥ e8 un puertorriquefo.

nil.
“ r ’ ' 1 q" ' " : L .
20:1%30 es un puertorriqueno, sjuno que estudlel ¥ que-= que suba l\

lCl
21 ¥ que |y que mire pa’ atrﬁs ]" sec.
.

22 L?° es un puettornqueno.ﬂmujer gl ombre ,

. 23: [eso es un puertornque,ﬂ_p.i-?e“'
- radl-

eall. rall.

.

1: Z4: _H-hm..

(soit)
F: 25: Te lo[contestd bien,]o ma1?f
. X - ha

Te1: 26: N?.Iesv_.:‘a b%_e'n"

L
F: .27: O.R, - o A (VA

. ., .
E BeSt v iy

f";




RN

. . . : 3
1: 1: Fmae arel Khat would you aay are some Puerto Rican attitudes and beljefs? “
Tm— = -~ |
F: 2: My atcuude or o:her Puerto Ricans'?
- Cloud) | Sy I . ,
I: .3: Puerto Ricans in gm‘sral,'yeah.‘ What uou].d you say would be some
4: Puerto Rican attitudes and be.*efslm ge/gral 4
- F: 5% OK.I:he magornyiof the Puerto R1cans " @—opirggn?u_
LA
I: 6: Yeah.
’ ’ -
Fi 7: OK, uh, Ithe majotitv of Puerto Ricans |
o === _ ——}
: . 1. Suc
-8: have a 1__5. of um um
all
-\ . ‘
_ 9: Yankee m them ’OK"I sec
;/ 10: Amd uh, '5“‘.'
el '
11: r—].ot:a Puerto Ricans are grginwgggeg‘i Ty unders;tand'.’1 fec.
- L
!
2 12: And sf.".’.‘an Taon'e-]
v 255
13: There could be more unitv, )
o~ o rall: T e . )
l4: but there's a lotta Puerto Riﬁsnslas ._]'Et[don't put 8 chain togg_t\her.” \\
15: There's A—l )
—— . -
. f ] -
16:MWe have a log of intelliggg; Puerto Ricans '
© age lewder
-~/ )
- - 17: butzqsfc they'll never get nowhere without no unJ,ty ”
18: Y'know l that's mv belief: ||
I: 19: M~<hm.
-~ - _ .
F: 20: Like right now, they'll say that they want a .[the Pyerto Ric.‘;ns over

- Mlerofityn 1 =,

Best Av::.

Transcript of Franco's tape: Representative.
English portiom of interview

(Tape B28a, lines 1530 ~47),

th:\re. |
- —

P
21: The ma zority,hhat 8 what thcy say '

22: ¥or ne |I don t w it to become s state. ,"

231 Like 1 said befere, |1 don’t want to be-]
243 1 den't vant @ czﬁ‘;ny from m I don't want no, colony

~’a\\

233 You k:nav what 1 nem?"
.

~
26' 1 beliwe that veroﬁld have our gwn police, ‘we

-

"government,

P O
27: we-'E're- not dmias.'li's ve.

lfrom Mhﬂ'&ﬂ

182

Duration=1 min, 3? a_.e.c.

h
could have our .gnn
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(Pranco, English tramscript .continued)

I 28:
F: 20:
I: 30:
. F: 31:
32:
33: :
I: 34:
-
/

183

H".hm. . <
o~
You know what I mean?
- act. ]
e o |
We could do the fsane thing. | we could havelscientists.l
we could have doctors.\we -c;)uld.have an':t\hing.-luh. any o;:e;. country '
could have.n . =
“ .
M-hm. ¢ %25 11 righe.
- -~
g
' '
H
/
. - \
! .
. [ 3
Microfilmed From
. S XAl
Best Available Copy
e
P % .
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Transcript of Domind's tape; Representatwe 184
English portion of interview -

(Tape B27a, lines 1706-£f)
: Duration=1.5 m.n.

. A’ '
IR & rl‘;_there a division in the Puerto Rican commlty,/vx;bm the Puerto:

Rican"""i:ommity,'/

F .

.. 2: between Black and White Puerto Ricana‘.'” .
Sm—— . [ . -

q
D: 3: Yeah.
I: 4: Yes.1 sec: you fehiink ?3'{’
Di 5: Yeah, I khink so.| Ccresk,low)
-~ -— ~ M- K
ljgl: would you-l

7: Can you explain what you mean by that?'l_'lf sec

. 7 2
D: 8: Well, fome tﬁi' se' ‘I recall this particular incident” fjecs.
¢ . —_——
9: th_a_t'l ‘s “this fellov who is a 11tt1e3 secs. o ““"&
’ .t o™ ’°“ . T
10:° I'd say more Indian-looking.l
11: morae t:n'ownz'l5 than mes_i’“s'ah-
a. ) . A
2s 5 secs.

. . ac
12: was courting, this ( thte Puerto Rxcan g:.rl
. o

“13: And'l I h:rfd]

14: (:ow lthis is comentsl "3 secthrough the ne‘xghggrhood)

I: 15: M-tm . _

D: 16: that1 lsec‘th_ev sa'id1 rec that they didn't want no Black ' in the f '\1 an secs.
17: 1've also t_\g_?é_z S€CS: t hae ! £ in the unxve{;-;.nesl Sl S in Puerto Rlcoz tsecs

T

: secs.
18:. in regard to the fratemxtxes l €
L

. -
19: that there is also a color dlstlnctl.on n
N "~
I: 20: M-nm.
D: 21:. LLike I said, this is all hga.;;ay',,lbqt_:ause I haven't gone there since I came

here ,I
—

2; ’ . A l -I v "V¥ 2 gecs. - .
2: and I came here when I was very small.|so %go_n t lknow.

I: 23: Right
Dzn’jﬂu MBut the first incideut- that 1 mentioned, "it‘ vag-l %ec:
‘ Spcremy Biy ¢
25: I could sayl:here is a m distinc:ion 3Iseca.
I: 26 ighe. . oy’ -
- t All rig! _ _ T

| I ’ . ~
A LAy 3.4 B
Tal v dgay
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. ‘ Transcnpt of Dommo 8 tape: Representative . 185 ) T
Spanish portion of interview ’ . e ’
(Tape nzaa. line 1258-¢f)

. * Duration=1 min, 42 sec.
¥ 10 gec
I 1: z,cémo exphcar‘ia qué quiere decir (el) ser Euertornguenos?ﬂ
P , : \
D: 2: L_Que qu1ere decn‘ ser puertornqueno’u ) : ; ' .
I: 3 M-ho.’ 5
-

D: 4: Eso es dificil pa’' decir.l‘,“ pel"o...6 7“’7‘50 de ser puertarriqueﬁol

: A
5: que a_unque'va a dec1r que uno sea nacido aqui2 Slsecs..es un Orgullo»l you k“°"°”
~— - J P
- v I: 6: Yeah. (TAPE SIDE ENDS HERE AND TOPIC CONTI-NUES)
o . - Vseft 1 sec. -
D: 7: Le da orgullo ser puertorr1quenolaspec1almenteICuandoleh— otras e'sonas
aeL - ~all.
8: de su raz’ha,cen cosas, Z'Secs ah lbuena(s) qu&-:'2 secs.

' - ' T . - L . _
L 9: contnbuyen a la comunldad'

Pl
10: Hacen contrlbuclonea pa' la ‘comunidad, l

, 11: para el bienestar de la ge.r}te.ﬂ
- . . . PEATRN el ' A e 3 .
12: (ahd)_3 secs quea ‘s.:&s saben su lenguaje,lentienden -su- Jenguaje, flo practlcaniec
r . - . . - . .
13: Le ensefian a sus nifos los juegos.‘cosas asi."Ah... § sec.
- - R
r.—- . -, ) 7 .
14: Y'realmente, no sé& como contestar la pregunta.[ porque es l-
ace . .
15: es un poco d1f1_<,:11.h 3 te )
. ) o . .. 1l sec. | . 1
16: Nunca me - me ha confrontado con una pregunta asi. || .
N2 . ’
17: Es un sentir. ﬂser_cs
I: 18: M-hm
-
.\
> ;3_- - A
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Transcript of Nelo's tape: Rep:aég:tative .. 186
English portion of interview : '
(Tape B22a, lines 1480-6) ) .

Duration=2 min, 11 sec,

It 1!  OR. o you think you have to speak Sp_\anish to be Puerto R_i_san?

N
N: 2: No. : o a
q - . : . . »
I: 3: Why? 1.5 sec. :
' . .
’ N
N: 4: Cause of ’ our complexion. n -
“rab- g ) sec.
5: [You know, lyou got a lot of Spanlsh people that look American. '
6: lI.he“ you got a lot of Puerto Rlc—uh— .
N ~
7: Spanish people th:'t!l_ don't care what -language they speak ' (chuckles) '
- e Clanphs) foud : . .
8: you're Puerto Ricén." ’ .

~\ . ' . .

9: [léu. got it in your face. ,L_("I don't know): ” 1.l sec.
. . “ . - ) .
10: |They'll know. €S-
I: 11: (So. what do you mean? | You ehink it's -
) e
12: Tso you re savms to be Puerto, Rlcan,vou don't need ’to speak Spanish?
A - .

el3: .You just have tolrmk Puerto Ric':%n?
N: 14: mell-, as far as I'm co'ncerned., |_i lot- ~

.

-\
# 15: the majority of thenTook Pus_\rto Ricap. 2"““ -
*T: -16: M=hm. -
N v L
Ni 17: 3ut a lot of them dén't"look Puerto Rican land
' D) .2 .
18; they don't have to speak Spanlshlso lchev 11 knéw they' rd Puereo Rl‘cans secs
. i \.'("3
I: 19: fAh, I don't mderstf\nd." _ - e
N: 20 lAh, you got 1(;;t hm"
’\ q
I: 21: 1 got lost, yeal l Say it a’%am (launhs
‘Nt 22: lax it back. (laughs) :
I: 23: rlet me have amnother ome. !
{ N (sebt)
N: 24: h:s, l"u know vhat I mean, that'they lo'\t
L 4
25: and t'_.hey mmetto Rls.a_n. _ -
. .
26: TYou don't even have.to ask them'their names. _
L: 27; H-hmz secs, _ . \

N: 281 |But very m,“_t_hey‘}otta—'
. Lamd “ -
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Transcript of Nelo's tape: Representative English portion (continued)

N:

S ”

187
,/:' ) . -

/ .
29: Lté_ey have to sgez_ak to you Puerto Rican so you know.l

~ Y o
30: "Oh, you're Puerto Rgan"’ - _
, skt - b

- w2 secs.
31 Lgell I could never r.ell l Even your name ia anlishlor Ir1sh a

-

32 ,You gderatand nou? ”

33 H—hn.
-t

R—ma iy,
i

t,36: But a lot of us.' just by looking at you, o

L'LEse es puertornqueno l He's got in his_ forehead l Lo tiene escnto ll
3\6-JYou know, it's lxker——er:o Ri- rt‘;.y Icnow each other ' N
37: rf:ke you know your r;:\el.lns
38: u: a l_o_i of them,lyou lcno‘g,l

39: they really gottal geak to you in Spanlshl before you know they re Puerto

-

Ricans i L. .

.

40: ’ . . ﬁfore vou know..
. ' . o)

-

41: WelJ., do vou r.hmk if thev don't look Puerto Rxcanl
42; and they don't speak Spanxsh] thev could st111 ‘be Puerto Rlcan’ )

43: dﬂnah gg;,; a minute! (Lnughs) No, wait! ||

4b:  You kn:)\w. Idon't knou ( < )'I pick it up ,

TN '
45: 1It's sometnmg that you know ‘that the guy is Puerto Rlcan I gec.
46: 1 mean you could look Puerto Rxcan land not be Puerto Rxcan,l
olny ———
47: T don't understand that." (Laughs) (bocth lauch' 2 sec. « .-

- . I .

48: You understand?

-~

: . A :
49: All right, I'm gonna see.l I don'c kg{ml Well, I'll see if I understand.l '
. — - .

» A Y “4
" €.
g ‘ A ‘
/"\ V
: [ 4
L 4

¢
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. ' Transcript of Nelo's tape: Represanfative 188
Spanish portion of jnterview ) :
Duration=1 min, 38 sec.

1: ri,—&omo explicaria qué quiere decir ser puertorriqug’ﬁo?// -~

’ + .
»~2: Uh..ser puel’t'cu’ric;;u‘e‘f‘nol]5 quiere decir que uno pagid en Puerto Rico,zl sec's
i 1

3: que estd registrado en Puerto Kit:o,zl secs.
q

L
4: que estaba bautizado en Puarto h;«):o.l

5: |Eso es que quiere decir set puertorriqueo.] ' T
¢ L . P seft ™ :
6: Péro yo naci Yy me crieé aqui,‘ '
. a
7:" Lg_tonces vo no soy puertornqueno ]
8: ‘lo,tu E_es un—- sec. lsome g_gscentl desg_m?’
: D) ~
9: Descendant.]] ’ v
i Pa)
; : c e 1 sec. N
10: Descg}deloe-l’uerto Rican family. | - ) :
11: Pero naciste en Nueva York.lu sec.
12: Pues, entonces vo no soy puertorriqueﬁo’.,
: entonces ene .
13: vo éov—!l t
lut [Pues, cumoJ . no- < s i
. Uoud) '
15: ( ) - ¥ '
16: Tu papad v tu/ngmi son puertorriqfuej'osl )
- - - \
17: M-I}q). ) .
181 som of des-ldescende de :nqmi y papa pue; or-lqug"o'!

R A ’ v
19: pero nacido'en Nueva rork “ < sigp up r vall
20: Rx.\t‘t Pero entpnces no soy puertorriqueﬁo.‘”

] (I A . 3 i ’
21: Pues. L,—;or qué no"(hﬂ\Ts la-
22: - Porquetlti ‘&ute que una persona puertorriquefa
, _ aec,, o

23: es.sdlamente una persopa nacido en Puerto Rico. [\
4

26: T m:mﬁ y tu pabilson puertorriqugiios."
low
25: Si&enos pacieron en Puerto Ri_go.“ -

K : ﬁ r——‘ .
» 262 Pero no quiere decir que t@ no eres puertorriquefo, I Yom;:itionallty

R

27: [u puél‘totriqus)ﬁo ﬂ

28: LPues entonces ‘e}\o es 10 que astoy pregunta*do
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Nelo,-Representative Spanish portion of interview (continued)

K .
- . A
I: Zg (cont d) (Como es que t explxc l explicaﬁas, qué qui
- .
puertorriquedio?
e} S
N: 30: ¢ b
. - 4 " .
31: puertorriquenolporque mi mam3d y mi papa Ison puert’orf:
¢ 2 : " ) - -
A S 5 S :
A L. ¢
N: _33: Pues[yo sov puertorrlqu%;\o.ﬂ
: : ¥
I: 34: Entonces- es|por los padres.
V [po 10n pagees.|
N: -15: . Uh~huh,

B . . .A -- .
36: . Right 'your mother and f—:i’ther X

1: 3?: Y famxlu.[ggr los padres ¥ famiha ll

i~ A
N: 38: -So. noltumamaytu Pt.lg "

3 Ma i .
maypapamm .,

Ly
Tu ¢1o puese fSer aleman y tu tia puertorriquefa. l
\ . -mTT= E‘-“—‘—‘jL7T-‘

’4:1 1
1 gual que tu tlo puertorrlqueno y tu ria aleegnhﬂ

N: 60:

I: 42: H-hm..
:;f\\_\\\*\. -

195
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ere degir ser

Oh! (foudyrall) Que yo soy-.
loud

uenos. B
f'\

y+ pues entonces-
p——
Al .
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. M Y O
IV. " Discourse analysis

[ il

Discourse analysis as a field of -inquiry spans a.

-tremendous range It 1ncludes a number of sub fields

(see Coulthard 1977), among ghem the %oglcal analysis of ’
‘ epeech acts (Searle 1975, érice 1975, Warnock l§73);'bhe.
;ethnography of speaking (Basso 1972, \Bauman aﬁd‘Sherzer

1974- Hymes 1974 Bauman 1977)* interactlonal and conver-

satlonal analy81s (Spler 1972 Sacks Jefferson and-
Schegloff 1974, Garvey 1977, Gumperz 1982) ; non-verbal
behavier (Kendon 1972, 1977, Duncan 1974) ;. psychological
interaction (Schgflen 1973, Labov andﬂfanshel 1977)}
liferacy‘study (Chatman 1969 Hendficks 1973, Grimes 1975n
Thompson 1978),'and eduCational 1nteract10n (Cazden, John,
and Hymes 1972 Sinclair and Cdzlthard 1975 Erlckson and
Schultz 1977, MeDermott 1977) . |

" As we explained in the 1ntrqduction to this report, we
have (afFer conSiderable\struggle) come to see the analysigS;

of digcourse as critical to our understanding of social -

communication. And yet we have been digsatisfied with the

.approaches pursued thus far in this field We have sought

;here to questlon some of the foundations of this sc1ent1fic

practice and indicate ways in which it must be altered and

advanced. _
. éhe'three papers preseneed in this seetion rely heavily’

upon ethnographic  and interpretive apﬁroacﬂes in examining

the production of‘meaning relations and social reélations



Ta

, - R S
. in everyday discourse and interaction w1thin the Puerto,

Rican community of East Harlem In general they explore

v

ways of understanding language use as communicative practice
L
evolved in response to changing social political, and

. -
L}

economic conditions.

The?first paper critiques'traditional research practices -
and utilizes a preliminary analysis of a tape-recorded

.casual conversation between two’ male community residents
/
to 111ustrate somé directions ﬁor social and linguistic
' <
theory that takes 1nto account- con8ciousness and ideology,

and their relation to cultural, polltlcal, and economic

fOrmation' In essence .;L_sets the theoretical tone for

the papers that follow. - . | S
The gecond paper takes up some of these is;ues in the

»

hnalysis of two.taped narratives produced by a young Puerto
.Rican.motheflin interaction with the.fieldworker. The
narratives are shownito be one means by‘which speakers -’
reveal their social’ ideology and perception ‘of self through
ltheir topic selection and performance . ' L
The third paper elaborates further upon ‘both the

~- .7 theoretical and methodologlcal contributlons of the first
two ang makes the nécessary connections to human practice
and social struggle.: It reanalyzes the taped,interaction
.presented in the fir;t paper in order to focus-upon the .

» way in which the differing discourse behaviors of the ,

two men reflect their d1fferential experiences and ,

'w 198 o
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responses "to changing life circumstances. This variability
in oral styles is then linked to issues of literacy, the )
+ -, demands of formal schooling, 'social values, and power )
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THEORY AND PRACTICE IN THE STUDY OF “DISCOURSE PRACTICES,
CULTURAL FORMATIONS, CONSCIOUSNESS, AND SOCIAL CHANGE

v
~

1}

1

Adrian Bennett aﬁd Pedro Pedraza, Jr,

1.0 Introduction: Social sciences as. critique

- We begin with certain:understandings'pf the nature of

modern societies an& of desirable goalé for reseafch:.(l)

-

that there is an unequal distribution of power and knowledge

. in particular sqcigties, such as that found in the U.S.'today;

"(2) that this unequal didtribution is detrimental to the ;

. socfetx as 'a whole because it reprdduééspbasic cont;adictidni‘.l
“that not only work against the fre%dom and interests of
;powgrless groups, but produce alienation at all levels of
society; ang'(B) that’baéic reéea;ch needs_ﬁo be defined in
relation to what it can dontributg to the‘recyificégion of
such-eonditions. In thi§ respect, our concern as regards
the‘dévelopment_of an'effeétive«social_scieﬁce practice,

/ - , ’
including in particular the study of -human discourse and-

4 , e
language use, is gummed up in an unpublished paper by Mary
Pratt (1982): - |
bs. ' » i . C . . . . .
. _ - Intellectual work under such objectives gives special

» priority to identifying the workings of oppression in
: the specifics of social, material, and cultural life,
o , identifying actual and potentilt points of resistance,
and seeking ways of making these points of resistance
politically productive so that they result in pro-
gressive change and'tqgg§formation.‘l ' '
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\ . - v -

' This view of social.science~is opposedrto the perspec-
tive that the first goal - -of social"science'is to providé a
reflection of the soqial world which stands in a nedtral |

position with respect to that world._ In that view, descrip- -

.~ tion and explanation are’ separate research domains, and bne

fundamental principle for judging the validity of descriptions
and explanations is that the investigator must maintain a
neutral unbiased stance-toward those aspects of the social

world to be described and explained - A major strategy for

- achieving that neutrality is to - separate the social world:

into levels or domains which have'fheir .own integrity and
can therefore be studied.separately from one another,

Within such an approach a primary methodological con-
cern is the attainment of verisimilitude i.e, those des—
criptions and explanations which are most faithful to mem-

bers' ~o#” accounts and behaviors are considered most adequate.

- Evaluation of social phenomena should reflect memhers'-evalu-

ations ‘which may be described'and compared but not critiqued
by the investigator who must maintain ‘neutrality in order
to retain status as a scientist |

;A considerable sophisticatidn in.methods of investiga-

~ tion and analysis has been achieved in certain areas of
S ’

anthropology_and sociolinguistics, particularly on the level

- of detailed studies ofwfaceJto—face interaction androral and

v

written texts. In many cases, the methodological sophistication

-

203
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hmlgratlon patterns, polltical developments changes in
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L3

cannot be considered merely the result oﬁ ingenlous uses

" of new technologles but itself reflects a considerable

advance in. theoret1cal understandlng of how members con-
stitute themselves as part1c1pants in-social activity..

However~ these methods _have not been successfully : '

'-applled toﬁkhe study of larger social domalns such.as the

o) :
study of the institutions, classes--and other sectors of

society whose interactlons are of crucial’ 1mportance for «

o

understandlng how current inequalitles in the d1stribut10n id

of’ knowledge and power are reprod ' y members~themselves.
Studies of large-scale phenomena——such as economlc forces,

-

employment and'educatlon patterns, and pubbic pollcy—-may , 8.
themselves be faulted for faillng go ‘show how these phenomena

are reproduced and how they may be related to ghe actions and

n

experlences of individuals. Large-scale studles tend to

produce an 1mpression that soc1al forms and social change
:

are determined:by impersonal fo;ces beyond the coqtrol of
indlviduals, as if dec1s1ons confllcgs confrontatlons
changes and policies ware not actually produced by humans

themselves v . o
: »

This impression seems.corroborated by micro-studies of -

_interaction which deal prﬁmarily.with personal relations

between individuals,. no one of which has much_control over

large-scale social processas, Wheregs macro ,studies tend

4
e >

, 204
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. to. take human agency entirely-for granted'-micro studies
\uL
of interaction restrict the study of agency_to a description

of the communicative choices made- by individuals to construct

-

.l‘ particular social - situations The array of communicative-

choices 1is taken.for granted and treated as a more or less
neutral phenomengn, or rather as one which is’entiriiy

. 1 N *
relative to given local situations. More importantly, the

continued division of these so-calIedflevels'of‘analysis-_ .

produces a social science.which is not abie_to-reglize its
potential for contributing to Peaningful-and progressive )
social change. N “~
'.The'resolution of the dilemma wi}l require a.critical
analysis of .the historical development\og academic research
Such a cr1t1que wou1d frame the study of evolv1ng paradigms,
models and theories within given fields This would take
place w1thrn the context oOf the developing relationk between
academic- 1nscatutions and other sectors of society which
provide both the funding and the audience for the research :
and teaching conducted by these institutions It_is not |
our purpobe to peride such an analysis here However, we
do suggest that it would need to be framed within“be context
of‘a-critique‘of.the distribution ot power and knowledge

“within the total society itself. Essential to such an

investigation would ‘be a critical questioning of the neutral -

-

positioningjyf_the_social_scientists. We suggest that,_in

. ",
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. K %
fact the failure to examine this positioning.constitutes

. / a/majir obstacle to providing a unified analysis of macro

and micro levels of social phenomena

' An immediate implication of this view is that when‘ }

contr,adictions in the social world are ‘;nco t red_ in thg' -

coursé of an investigation their resolutiop/:§ not merely' . .f
“an in ¢lléctual problem to be solved on the level of scientific

. theory, but is also a Practical matter to be resolved by

engaging in practical action, Another way of putting this

~ 16 to say that the resolution is not merely a theoretical - y
issue but a practical one requiring ‘the social scientist L ,{ S
é)r . to acknowledge his or her‘participation in that social world
'\ o and to examine cr1tically the implications of that partic-
. ¥ o ipatioh, .

é Looking at social science in this way places the
scientist in an active and possibly vulnerable role with

.respect to the rest of the social world It is essential

-
-

R " that both theory and methods be carefully articulated S0
that their presuppositions and implicatiOns can be made
_\\ available for critical and open dischssion not only between
e researchers but. between researchers and the subjects of
their research as well, ’In order to operi up such a
‘discussion, it 1s imperative'thatQresearchers begin to
'articulate the relations betWeen their ontological

lepistemological ~and methodological viewpoints within a

-

206 . - | .
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framework'that begins by questioning the ideological/
_foundations of researchers and'subgects'?positioning within
':society _ | ¢ _.

To indicate_some of the issues we.feel need té be
'discussed we will consider-each of these;thrée areas |
briefly._ Following bhis discussion ‘we will present a segment
of taped'interaction, suggesting the ki?ds of questions our

>

own theoretical and methodological views might lead us to

ask. '
A ¥ -
2. 0 The relations between ontology1 epistemologyg methodology
2. 1 (dﬁtologz ;o ;. | ,
: nj R Ontolbgy does not in our view, only entail the

study of being or beings but alsoﬁ?aises questions about
”fhow what is comeT to be.. We would also suggest that social
reality is fundamental‘and primary for humans in that it
forms the ultimate horizon within which all_knowledge.and
V'understanding'of thie nature of reality is prqguCed Therefore
an ontology of social relations is logically prior to all
other ontologies, and is our chief concern here.

A.social ontology must give an account, of the basic_

_entities and structures of social existenice, such as persons

- and institutions It should also provide a basis for

examining-snd interpreting social processes, social inter- .
'action and historical development Any such ontological
-perspective wil1 have strong implications for our views

N /

207




of knowledge and for our methods, as soclal scientists, .

for producing knowledge. S

Ontology is itself a h1storical production, That is
.different ontologies may be apprOpriate Ox possihle for’
different histor1cal situations Our vie&:is that ontologyl ) .
v T must begin with an' account of human beings as agents who\ L//{~
. - produce their own conditions through cooperation and/or-

- | ‘conflict, ‘For example, prevailing views. about the relations
between nature, person, and social group are different in
sindustrial urban*societles and in various agrarian societies,
as are (1t should be noted) the relations between laborers,

C their work, and the products of their work, Different

t ontologies: appropriate to different social conditions, (/}

' provide qu1te different frameworks for the categorization,

| interpre\ation ‘and explanation of events, as well as for

developing strategies and practices for social change.

;;} o In order to construct an ontology that can provide the

basis for a critical soc1al science appropriate to current

, historical conditions, five themes are of partlcular interest,

-

.These gre: S \/// L

(1) consclousness

T ‘(2) the human subject and human agenc
s 3 gency

o, o .

(3) the relations between cultural and

ideological formations _ ' | ‘ .
(4) social, political, and econbmic formations

(5) llanguage and other communicative systems, | ‘ "

0 y | 208 S o | \




P

A

Each of these themes can be thought of as prouiding fields

+ for focussing our. concerns and framing questions that can

‘ language and other symbol systems then the analysis of

help us develop a critique of our social understandings

by problematizing them,

For example we agree with phenomenologists and ordinary

language philosophers (cf Ricoeur Gademer Wittgenstein)

_ that consciousness consists of intentionalities that are

related to each other in a variety of.ways; We also agree

with a.further suggestion that these philosophers usually

make, which is. ‘that consciousness is grounded in social

relations - They have developed this idea particularly in
showing the implications it has. for our conceptions of meaning

and language If -consciousness is constituted thr%ugh

-

1anguage ought to give basic insight into the nature of

L4

consciousness and knowledge,

Paulo Freire, in an essay called'"Extension or Communication'

'makes all these point’s in the fo?fowing statement

The thinking subject cannot think alone In
the act of thinking/ about the object, she/he
cannot think without the co-participation of
another subject. There is no longer an "I .
think," but '"we think." It is.the "we think
which establishes the "I think'" and not the ~

. contrary. This .co-participation of the
: subjects in the act of thinking is communication
(p. 137)

" Freire agrees w&th the phenomenologists up to this point

» -

but he moves beyond them in, the rest. of his essay by drguing

4
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for a much ldrger perspective that would'change our notion ~ -
.+0f context by expanding our concern with context to a
concern with the social tota11ty (i. e. the material conditions
economics hlstory, social relations, etc ). Basic questions
need tg be asked and Tust inform whatever research Dractices
~ We can develop Those- questlons inc1ude for example,-
'(1) What 1is the nature of ‘that social totality,
of the relations within. it?
(2) What moyes tﬁat'totality-toward particnlar
futures? - |
(3) How did the social totality come to be as
.fwe find it today?. o
o Both ordinary language philosophers and phenomelogists
recognized that their arguments about 1anguage and mind
pre3upposed beings capable of agency, that is, of_consti— ) ;
tut ing their o&n relations, Three very important questions

included in our understanding of agency, are:

(1) What+are the conditions and - constraints

within which agents negotiate and enact
‘choices7

(2) How were these conditions produced and how.

._are they reproduced today? |
N L (3). What is our understanding of our social
: .

.conditiona, how 1s that understanding'produced,

and how can we improve that_understanding?

% R0
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Wherefrelations of unequal power make up a-significant )

part of the social totality, answers to these questions

become problematic .at least wiéhin the context of either the
empir1c1st‘bent of the ordinary language philosophers or -
the idealist 1eanings of the phenomenologists In either
case, fthe valfdation of knowledge has been a stumbling block,
whether the final- reference points are “to be found in "lan-
guage games and "forms of -1ife," or in what phenomenologists'
call "world," In'both cdses, the social totality constitutes
the basis for knowledge 2 Yet neither ordinary language'
philosophers nor pheonomenologists have’ attempted to examlne‘
the social world as a totality historically produced by

human beings through their interactions Such-lnteractions'

utilize symbolic systems which are themselves created by all_

- \

the human agents who use those systems,

Symbolic systems, such as language, make available'to
‘those who use them, certain relations R 4 meaning and certain
social relations Where social: relations-involved relations
of 8omination and subordination—-inequalities of power-—the

ayailable discourSe forms are likely to have been penetrated

by, or constituted around, contradictions “whose full nature

'conceal those contradictions and the relations between various

is difficult'to.comprehend. These contradictions are hard

to yncover because our discourse practices themselves

kinds of contradictions. Put simply, subjected peoples, like'
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anyone else may assume values and bellefs which run counter
.to their best 1nterests The constraints on the1r uuder-
I standing and practices will. be d1fferent than those in tHKe

‘dominatlng group, as wqll as those with a broader under—'

standing of hlstory and society, o . . " ./

- These ontologldal questlons and concerns already consti-
tute a concern with eoistemology By arguing that in a | |
N d1scussion of consclousness ‘human agency must be placed in
| . the context of an unders andlng of the. social whole we
ahave already 1ﬁplied a v1ew of the nature of culture, .
'ideology, and lazguage .This view frames our eplstemology '.\\‘
Our argument %resupposes an eplstemology in wh1ch

f_ knowledge 1s viewed as g3 social Production, carried on by

'_suit particular purposes We view the validatfon of
knowledge as a soclaﬂypractice not simply based on the
veriflcation of observatlon through controlled measurement

of. 'perceptions.' This latter vgew, the view of classical

called ”perception" that is not»a:social Production, It
also presupposes that knowledge 1is valld to the extent that
it can be judged neutral to human interests Our view is
empirical as well but we believe that perceptual Phenomena |

- N\
are not neutral and cannot provide the. bagis for z value-free




!through practice and across historicad time’ (a point which’

.lations of Whwer within the soc1al ‘whole, Knowledge in

jsocial‘science research is produced w1th1n the framework of
4;EE;Tselves connected to relations of power within the social 7
r) . ' N ' o . . :

: totality This implies that research methodology includes L.

. participation'in th¢ construction of certain forms of discourse,

- social relations,

. N . - .. R _- '
. P 4 . . -
3 . * R 7
e : : /)

social.sciénce Rather' knowledge'cankse validated only

at least one- phenomdnologist 1, eT‘;;ul\Ricoeur ‘has also

1Y

vargued) . . Coe L , -
This means that we do not view knowledga. as 'merely' |
relative tQ,zﬁe knower &_situat nm, but rath®r as historically .\
- produced by the social interaction of human agents We | |
would subscribe _then to Michel Foucault's view that academﬂ!
-

disciplines.constitute discourses with particular p0331bilit1es

for deyeloping knowledge, pOSSlbilltleS constrained by re-
R

certain allowable forms of discourse, These forms are

/

-iﬁvolving'certain ossibilities for $roducing meanings and”

2.3, Methodology ~ -

' It is difficult to define scoursg, but we believe any _ - </
definition should include an understﬁﬂ/ing of ‘symbolic sya-
temB not only . in terms of structures, but in terms of the o o
reciprocal constitution of reiations of meaning and social
relations.; Discourse defined as particular kinds of human

interaction, is itself sustained by the process of consti-

P -
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" discourse to take certain forms. It would be fair to- say

L - 4 o ' ._ d 208 ~ - A\.
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tuting meanings and socigl relations, Culture needs to be
understood as historically produced through disourse within
th&‘context of spec1fic social c0nd1tions Where' these -
conditions put people in poé&tions of contradiction pre-
venting the fpll development of. 1ndividual abilitles and’

cailtural resources of thé coﬁmunity and therefore wasting

K] 3 .

human resources a primary 1ssue is to find ways to gain

1ns1ght into .the formation of consciousness around those

contradictions ¥ ®

» -

Specifically we are 1nte5ested in what Paul W1111s -

(¥

(author of Learning to Labour) ca11s cultural penetratlons
, .

~and "limitations " We want to galm ins1ght 1nto the extent

‘/ \
to which members are able to penetrate to the foundations

4

of their own social condltlons' and the extent ,to which

Ad

there' are. Pigieﬂfsn the development of such an understanding.
Discourse analys1s can play a role in proéucing this under-
standing only 1f our theory of’ knowledge 1s grounded in an
analysis of society - Meanings and social relatlons are

reaffirmed, reproduced undermined transformed through

discourse, Those processes also affect the forms of dlscourse

though not necessarily -in direct and simple ways that can

be captured by saying meanings and social relations "cause"

that forms of disiourse may also constrain the production

.of meanings of social relations in specific ways, about which

+« 2
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we know very little as yet, ' | ‘ gy g N
| Any scientific epistemolqﬁgﬂmust be continuall subject
to - critical investigation We suggest that’ methodologies
must be'questioned where- knowledge is produced by researchers
Onlyiin concert w1th other researchers and profess1ona1s .
| An. lmportant array of interests repreﬁented by the communitiés
. from which subjects for study are drawn needs to be incorporated
into the research from the beginning, This implies that
subJects" of study cannot be const1tuted as such by researchers'

interests alone, and that these interests need to be made

available for critical discussion, We espec1a11y see the ,

’ _necessity of a discuss1on of how interests -are reflected in

the ontological pistemological,_and methodblogical foun-
dations of a research project. Knozledge'muSt be produced
in collaboration with'squects. It,is-of particular importance
to us that certain_traditionally excluded interests be given

a voice- in the,proCesses‘of knowledge production in our |
‘society. Discourse analysis-can take this an immediate goal,
v, Discourse can be seen as a field for the investigation '
of'subjects' understanding of their oun soeial and historical

*

conditions, as well as the limits of that understanding. This "
i

ry goal of the analysis that will be presented here.
Ou? goal necessitates loolfing at the production of meaning
relations and social relations together, To do this, we '
must ayoid arbitrary divisions between 'micro’ and 'macro'

contexts, since our concern is to reveal both the penetration

~
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S into everyday life of societél processes and subJects )

response to those qonditions It is out of the relatlons

-8

' j S between persons, mmanings and the social whole, as produced

'by huqan agents, that‘structures emerge, As Barnett and

- Sllverman in .their book Ideology and Everyday Life say, .
L," . * '

Lo underStandlng structural tendencies requlres ‘that we 1nclude

meaning both in. symbolic form and in soc1al action, in the
same analytic universe" (p.24) ' |

While we cannot cla1m to have worked out the details
of a methodology that would fac1litate the accompllshment of
thls goal we can give in the next section an examplekof what
we would want to say about a given discourse, one that happens
to involve face-to-face 1nteractlon .and- of the questions
we-would want to raise. In our dlscussion we will f1rst
provide a description of the local contegt and give some.
1nd1cations‘of the part1c1pants social pos1tlons Follow1ng
that we will give™a detailed 1nterpretatlon of the segment
attemptlng in certain section& to show relatlons between soc1al
aetlons meanings and social history. We will conclude our
analysis with a dfscusgion of certain structural 'tendenc1es

e . and the kinds of questions about structure our SOClal ontology

‘permits us to raise

/ . 3.0 An analysis of discourse in relation to cultural forma-
~~S ' tlon.and consciousness _ .
g ‘ » ‘

_3 1 Background

The two speakers in the exchange (see tranicript at end




' artic1e5 have been kncwn to the fiéldWorker'%of:over five
years (more than'twc at the time of theftaping).e They/péée
‘participated?in a nuﬁbcr of different interacticn; with the
-fieldworker In'sBme'(e g interviews) the investigator
defined the - setting and 1ntexact10na1 relatlonshlps whlle
on other occasions (llke the follow1ng) the subgects or other
factors def1ned the-social q&tuation |

The interaction takes place on the stoop of 2 bu11d1ng,
‘a public’ space and the mood is informal and egalitarlan
One’ part1c1pant is Pedro (P),. the invéstigator. The' other
Sprects Eduardo (E) and Cano (C), are long- t}pe residents
of our sample nelghborhood/communlty and share a common
-history. 4 Both men mlgrated to New York from the same town
in ‘Puerto Rlco Cano as asyoung adolescent and Eduardo as

a young child. They are about two years apart'fg age and

have known each Other for about 15 years, At one point,

they had even lived together, =~ = . _ R

However, while they share a great'deal they also dlffer
in some .significant ways. Eduardo is dark-skinned, was
- married to a Biach woman; went up to the twelfth grade in
high school,'and iS'fully bi}ingual. He 1s employed as a
hpsnital'technician.' Cano, on the -other hand; spent only
a short time in the school s&stem in New York and never made
it to high schcolt He is Spanish dominant, light—skinned{
previously married to anPuerto than woman: and nnemployed.

LY
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3.2 Thematic Progression-.

To begin with, we will, provide a brief characterlzation.

" of the thematic progression of bhis segment of talk . \.."
. Themhtic progression 1nvolves agents taking up partic- .
ular positions in interaction with respect to one another A
and to socral .Phenomena such as va1ues and }nterests ideo-_" '
';logies institutional arrangenents and distributlon of power - ’
_and knowledge Taking up positions" in thls conteXt is’ ',;\ )

~

another way of saying that people produce particular re~
1ations through their - 1nteractions Certain kindeﬁof social
relations imply particular possibilities for developlng
flmeaning relations But meaning re1ations have in. any ‘given
stretch Qf discourse time certain 1mp1ications for soc1a1

-relations Coherence may be viewed as a function of both

f'ogether and so- called structural properties which emergg
]
in the analys1s can be seer not only .as a product of the
‘Q‘ >
participants but also a’ reflectlon of: the ontological

assumptions of our analysis. -

" In this segment of interaction, there is considerable
__negotiation between participants over" oarticular ‘directions
to be taKen in the development of topics while certain basic
Beatures of interpersonal relations which have alreadybeen
worked out-—at least between Eduardo & Cano-~are held more

or less constant. For example they do not: question the

relationship of equality and comra&bship in whlch they share

Y

s
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certain basic values and interests despite other social and
personal-differences : What is more directly at issue for. o
Eduardo and Cano is a negotiation of specific directions for

the development of topics " There 1is ahtension between them

“on this level that moves topic development in somewhat opposing

directions

. « §
For us as analysts 'undérstanding how this tension is( ; |
produced and Ythe strategies participants develop to deal with
,»it has impoigant impli¢ations for our interpre ation oﬁ theu | T
cultural and ideological fou;Zations ‘of the participants
consciousness. This consclousness as produced here. is both
- a reflection of and a reflection on the social &nd historical
situation in which the participants find themselves | o T,
| The positions they take up, here can. be thought of. in _' € -
terms of relations to a system oﬁ-value in modern indystrial
societies where the -value of all human labOr is determined
by its contribution to the taking and;accﬁmulation of profitsf.'”
In this system, human'produ;tiVe skills, éoals; and- humans
‘-themselves can be defined.as commodities which caq\be exchanqu L
Tfor ea¢h other This system is implied in :he exchange between _‘T
| Pédro and Eduardo in turns 1-3, and some aspects are drawn
closer to the foreground by Canonin ‘turns 5 ‘and 8, ,. : B
| Other aspects"- are ‘a product-of_our soctal theory. ﬁ;%@
of ‘the process'of-interpretation-involves-making connections

+ between our social- ontology and the participants' understanding

ff‘their social'conditions and of their part in reproducing
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- or changing these conditions The interface of our and our

fparticipant s social theories cannot be directly explicated

.include an aspect of the commodity system that can be more

'focus again by asking whether Cano is worth anything. Tensionw

.. here, but we hope sonie . .aspects will become more evident in

the detalled- analysis of turns 1 8 to follow It is important

“to note ‘here that- Eduardo focuses on his personal role in the .

commodity system while Cano widens the topic focus to

: directly connected to the SOClal totality. i ; ' e

There is tension throughout the. segment between’ Eauardo 8

personal View and Cano's more comprehensive view of this

»totality In turns 14-30, “the direction of development is

personal "In turns 31-37, Pedro makes ‘a bid for w1den1ng the

f]

mounts in turns 31- 4l at which-point_Cano returns to the

wider focus. But this réturn dif%ers from that in turns 5

~ and 8, where Cano focuses on the value of singing as commodity

By contrast in turns 41-49 Cano focuses on himself as a.

.commodity which has no market value The theme retainS'a

wide focus but is now personalized This shift throws a

more critical light on the commodity systenm, because all
participants,know about Cano s peripheral position within

this system as a worker with few valued skills He ‘had in

la
st

fact been out of work for more than a year at the time of
taping,
The development of the commodity theme thus moves toward

a more critical view of the commodity-exchange system where

220




i and more abstract perspectives on this -system is in a sense =

. .

Cano portrays-himselfhaswhaving'no value within the system.
. .The.tension between Eduardo and'Canorin terms'of personal
| f nesolved' for the motent by integrating the two. togethertand
.'thereby making.a_statement, _But it would be unwise to interpret
' this outcome as a sign that Cano's social theory is the same
as ours as analysts |
_ We view that system as created by human agents through
their interactions over a fairly long~s§53 of historical time,
'There is -evidence in the segment here that Cano may not see
the social-totality in the same way, This evidence can be | :
found'in‘another thematic tension in Cano's own discourse.
Whenever he moves toward a.critical comprehension of-the'i
social totality, he does not develdp thé‘impliéations we
just mentioned of our -own social theorY' Rather, he | -
repeatedly returns to what we.belieye is an agrarian, naturalism
This can be seen in turns 9 and 49, |
| In turh 49, he says at the end siempre vivo como el
moriviyf " That is I always live like the morivivi plant
which seems to collapse or 'die whenever touched, and then
later seems to revive itself. We suspect that this _move
asserts Canols individual resilience in the face,of the
commodity system, .which devalue$ him,. and that this resilience
is grounded on a naturalism which identifies both individual

1’

. and social whole as part of a larger totality which is the

01 N

“
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natural-world - We also suspect that this naturalism is
'-ﬁifferent from that developed in 19th century European
" thinking which views the human as a’ separate and possibly

\ alien being in the natural world

"3 3 Dfscourse sttucture and culture . ' .

(It is’ fairly typical of Cano that he freouently-draws'
here and elsewhere up. oh the_cultural svmbols of Puerto Rican .. -
agrari-an s'o:ciety, such as his use of_.- agriculturalshetaphors
to convey'or even.prove certain assertions. Eduardo; hy
contrast, draws less up on“agrarian-stbols; for he,has-ind'

r

. his repertoire some discours%zgyills'more closely associated'
. With education in the urban U, S. » such as relying on a formal
"consistency between the trutns of assertions in an argument
a principle he often holds Cano accountable to,
The dialectical notion of humans relation to naturemp
suggests that other. feaiures of Cano's discourse may reflect
and help reproduce that dialectical view. For example, he
frequently casts assertions in two-part form, where alternatives
are offered on essentially the same truth is stated in
opposing ways, sucﬁ as ‘turns 5-8 9, 11, and 13.
This brings us to the.second part of our analysis, a.
.more detailed interpretation.of the development of relations -
' of meaning%and social relations-as producing certain consistencies

on which Inferences can be based, The drawing.out and developing

of these inferences in turn provides the basis for continued
- : T e
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COnstrqcuion‘beQtﬂér relatiqns. Our diécussipn heré will
f;cus on\turns 1-8, |
" The ;ichaﬁgé between Pedro'éﬂd Eduardo in turns 1-3
establishgsfa 'pay—fof-singihg"tﬁeme. _Eduqfdo's~refusa1
.of Pedro's request -that he éing some more is.jdEtified;bi__
pointing.out that no.one pafs him to §ing}. THis mové only °
| ﬁakgs serise in a wor1d where pay implies a contractual obli-
.. .'. | gationléo produce.}_Presupposéd is a comﬁodity system-where
N - singing can ‘be e;aluated in termé of money. Thét isj_mutﬁal
.knowledge of some such éj%tem is presupposed'by Eduardo's
:strategy of justifying fis refusal by making the joke of
.turn 3. Note, however, that'tﬁ‘31p¥esuppositibn is not
\directlf Qttended to in ghat turn, since Eduardo maiﬁ;aiﬁs
%qus on hiﬁéelf as singer rather than on the'commddity system,
Cano's turns 5 and 8 maintain a 'broma vera' tone in .
‘which serious truthé ére assérted in joking fashion. His :
maintenance of this-tone'presumes and reaffirmg tpeirelation- 
ship of eﬁuality and friendship, 'Thg‘maiﬁténanbe of the
'sociai relationship pfqvides in a sense a basis for Cano's
widening of éhematic focusf. He makes a two-part statement
that:

* - "El que no sabe cantar, canta por captar y

o 108 que saben, le tienen que pagar, ,
' (Whoever doesn't know how to sing, sings jﬁst to sing
and those who know how, you have to pay.)

P
\
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: B |
. b, :
This furtherrge/eralizes the;distantly implied commodity-
exchange theme of turns 1- 3 by focussing not on individual -
persons but on a general feature of modLrn societies where
singing is evaluated in terms of payment \ Cano accomplishes
thid . thematic development by making explicit reference te who,
, inc ‘general, gets paid and who does not, He’ divides all singers
ﬁato those who get paid and those who do not. dht in addition
he asserts that paymént entails ability, while non-payment
implies Tack of ability He stateg this as a given condition
| *in our. society Cano.gives no indication here that this
condition is socially produced that it can be generalized
even further"or that it can be changed Rather in turn 9
he resorts back to a. concern with birth and death, natural

phenomena experienced by a11 humans, outside of or indepen-

dentAy of the exchange of ecommodities. for money.,

Note, however, that Cano has nevertheless expanded the
theme over Pedro's selection of a ‘new theme in turn 4 (whic¢h
is not followed up at a11), and Eduardo s continuation of
the personal note in turn 6, which is in fact .developed after
‘turn 9;: A tension is thus set up hetween Cano's'and Eduardo's
intended'developmenn'of themes._ We cannot pursue this ]
development further here. We have already shown how this

tension is in a sense momentarily resolved by Cano s reference

_to the moriviv{ plant,

and

a4




. 3.4 Discourse structure and consciousness

The thematic development of turns 1-9‘imp1ies the impor- -

-

tance for Cano of the more comprehensive focus on themes. ‘An

A

~interesting question raised by this‘analysis is-why Caneo re:
verts to ‘agrarian symbols and values rather than expand his .
' critique further Do tHe form and tone of the exchange——
such as the stress ongjokes irony, humor--constrain such a
-/aﬁyelopmentV We might answer this question in the affirma-.
tive, by saying that discourse structure does in fact con-
strain participants' development of themes. Structures are,
after ail not-simply the .inventions of individuals in the
moment, but outcomes that are socially and historically pro-
lduced. At the .sanpe time however 'such’ structyres imply the
agency of thnié mho produce and reproduce them,.including
the participants here. Therefore our'question is'really | | ;ﬁ
a question about Cano's (as well as Eduardo s and Pedro' s) :
“consciousness. That is, to what- extent do they understand AR
the totality of "the social conotiions in -which they find them-
selves‘ and what cons&mins or. facilitates the development
of that consciousness? ‘We can only suggest~here that the o/
question cannot be answered in purely.structural terms, but g~
must take into account ‘human agency as well as the interests
of human agents and the conflicts, if any,_between these.
' One implication of our analysis for our interest: in

. puerto Rican culture and society is that we heed to taketas
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problematic our’ un%srstanding of how traditional agrarian cul-
ture and interests and capitalist culture and interests act
as forces in the 1deology and conssiousness. of Puerto Ricans,
In what ways do theseAinterests combine to produce the va-

A

riation we.can see in the segment of- interaction discussed~

within andibetween 1nd1v1duals7 »Is Cano's use of resources
from agrarian cultu%e to cope with his devalued position in
capitalist society unique or is it a manifestation ‘of cer- ¢

tain mearis or strategies of resistance available to other

PeurtO“Ricans and to other indigenous Tnird Worid peoples in
the United States? And to what extent'can these strategies
"be seen as resistance? ‘?o"what extent_do'they,.if they do,
. also help reproduce the system to which resistance isobeing
offered? |
We need not stress here that these kinds of-questions
are notausually-posed by discourse analjsts, They cannot be
‘answered where 'micro' and 'macro' levels of analysis are
first sepafgated out which is why we naxe'organized our in-
_teractiona analysis around Poth what are usually considered

‘micro and macro questions, and attempted to look at both :

‘together, R S -

3.5 Discourse-analysis‘and~socialfchange

" - The most difficult problem that: emerges for a committed
critical social sclence is the issue of how to serve the

-

interests of the subject community. - This assumes first a . _' (j

N




.willingness to do so-.and second, a knowlege of what-those in-

terests are in faot - D1scern1ng the interests of a community
is not an obv1ous matter It is problematical for two rea;
sonszl)interests-vary and conflict both within a community
and with respect to other communities and 2) these interests'
are not ‘static but change and develop over time. "Therefore,
resolving the interests of a.community is.a complex matter. _
What needs to be highlighted here"is that any conceptua-
lization of community -will to a 1arge extent either expli-
citly or impllcitly determine how those intemsts are viewed
during the process of investigaion itself, rather than after-
wards . The concept community is not a neutral category to

be takenvfor granted. Like many other social science cong .

ceptsjit is grounded in our everyday language practices and

" therefore 1deologica11y based and bound. While this is an

unavoidable dilemma in our view it is not"an unresolvable

Qne :

| -f: ; Following our pre suppositions the task is one of de-
fmarcating an entity category, or unit ofvanalysis in a

- manner guided by social theory and practice that allows one
.to study the particular phenomena in relation.td a 'larger

; _complex totality.

In this particular case, El Barrio or East Harlem F1ts o

well as a bounded entity for study on cultural geographic

socio-economic, and historical grounds._ In so far as it con-

4
, .

'.0.“ : . R o .
4 ¥ ! -
Ml . 32 7
. | _. B
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sists of continuous working class neighborhoods of Puerto
Rican immigrants and their descendants this long- standing
\ home of a "disadvantaged" national minority serves well as
an entity with a social identity Conceptually it is satis-
factory as a unit of analys1s |

There is no need here to trot out once again the dismal °
social statistlcs to prove the "underprivileged" status of > : '4}
" the population or the community's marginal position in so-
. clety (made ‘even more pointed by its physical location adJacent ;
to the ﬁashionable "East Side" of Manhattan one of ‘the’
-richests communities of the United States). The- issue is what A
can be done to change things and more specifically how the |
: analysis of discourse fits 1nto such an endeavor. ‘
) The question clearly raises political.isSues'and the task - p
of historically reconstructing the emergence, development,
and current placement of the.community Within U;S. sociEty, -; ..
-.Understanding'and defining a community in terms of its rela-
tionships to a colony, city, and nation, however, is,not all
that is needed to\develope a strategy.aimed.atfsocial change,_
ASocial change requires.action human agents, It is not our
purpose here to develop. a political program, hut to pbint out
.that part of the task of facilitating change from the bottom

\\\\\

a socio-historical nature but of utilizing it in the work of

organizing human agents.
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.. . i . '
The'knowledge that'can be gained from discourse analysis.

"includes how wider socio-economic ‘and hlstorical forces
- have formed and have been trans}ormed by ind1viduals Ehrough -
their c¢ulture.and ideology. Everyday lrfe, as it is- perceived
. and understood is the essence of consc1ousness and the com-
munity with.all its contradictions and variation can only . {’.'
'respond in its 1nterests from thlS base. Those who would - |
‘work with the communlty to develop those 1ntepests have to-
'begin from this reality or face frustration misunderstanding,.
and failure.
This appfo/zh assumes a practice with the subject commu-
"cnlty such that def1n1tions of problems are. an open process,
not artificially closed°off and relations between investi-
gator and subJects mutually constituted not authorltatively
based Therefore -as important to analysis as theory, is the
;knowledge of how members of the community understand their in-
terests and activities. "The combination of'these‘two perspec-
tives analyst and member should coalesce inla'new under-
standing that has 1mplications for plans.of action aimed at
~ 'social change- ‘These understandings can be validated and mo- -
[dified through the strategies and experiences of actual agents
of change w1th whom cooperative relationships must be aesta-
blished. -+ N | |

" All this implies a change in the traditiénal position of

researcher from one of neutral observer, or expert, 'to co-
- - ~ ° o . N
v | ‘
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conspirator, if you will" It is not a.comfortable position

for:anyone to be in uch less an academician for whom it

would seem unusual, or-u
[ ]

able., We'are clearly

f;aditional if not plain unaccept-
_allenging here. the norm of non- .
' 'involvement (at least with the powefless) which has long
played a role in the way social science is practiced How%
ever, it we are to. -take the 1mplications of our discussion
seriously, we have to face the reality that it is weg(like
any. other uman actor in a particular setting) who create

" and maint n this norm. It is only through alternative

modes of behavior that’ the norm- will be altered i.e.

through_conscious effort. ‘ "
_ . _ . |
To' take this example of discourse for instance, one : 0

.can point to various historical processes that have different- S
ly affected -these men's lives--the industrialization process
in Puerto Rico, migration~from the island at different points
1in a lifetime schooling experience,'and employment eng—
rience.. The difference in their approach to ‘their own self-
worth reflécts variation in consciOusness that has political
relevance - Beyorild the issue of whether resistance to or com-
pliance with a commodity ideology is potentially more amenable'
.to moblization for change, there remains the problem that

both -men have’ to be approached i.e. organized. It is not

- vy, as if_anyone can be excluded from communit& mobilization be-

\ &

N cause of not living up to some revolutionary criteria. Even RS
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the modest goal.of success in electoral politics has to"

' confront the issue- of consciousness in order to garner-'

‘meanlngful participatlon

While both Cano and Eduardo‘ like mogt people in
East Jtarlem, e cynical of the politigal system ‘and poli-
ticians in general Capo is completely a11ehated'from the
'p011t1ca1 process (perhaps part of his resistance) and -

Eduardo views it as a horse race in which the objective is

£

.to pick the winner and hope to reap some reward. They are,
therefore, moved by dlfferent-types of;argumentwwhich‘are

parallel or similaf to their methods of analyzing other .

social relationships.

A serious_political‘novement will have to diversify

Y

.its ‘tactics if ity is to ‘succeed in organizing such diverse

forms of consciousness-and discourse. .Discourse analysis

of ‘ethnographic data can contribute to such an endeavor.

4.0 Impbi¢ations for a new methdd--Toward a new social

scien&e practice '

’,The first step-toward_armw-social_science;practice

should'be a critical appraisal of the ways in which our

'thinking and discussion of issues "both thﬁbretical and

concrete, are being constrained Issues such as the rela-

-_'tion of our ‘research findings to the problems of the’ commu-

.nity need to be discussed and evaluated. This is hot ne-

iR
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- u . : . ?

_cessarily a call for ' relevant" or "applied" research p

se but for .an assessment’ of the connection of our studies'

;to the-struggle for equal}ty and Justice in this society

o What assﬂmptions are being made: by the type of questions

o we are addressing? ‘What is the historical evqﬂution of the

.

concepts we utilize and how do fthey positions us vis-a- -vis = -

the community? Do we know the idologicaI foundations of our

ltheoretical approaches, and can we defend them7 As an exam-

'ple of what we mean - one need only, Yook at’ how most social

»

science research’ ‘treats Puertp Rican culture as a homogeneous
» - Y

whold without variation contradictions,,and conflicts This

_~is a serious handicap for any, teacher in East Harlem who has

to face 40 childfen every day with the 1dea that they have -
no signiflcant differences that have Qbe considered for
instructional purposes oL . n

Among other- thangs .such an effoft means engaglng persons

in debate who come with different outlooks, agendas, prac-'

- tices, and conn ctions -to social policy but who share the same

k]

goals of equality and Jjustice. However in order for meaning- )

ful dialogue to occur, trusting relationships have to exist

between the various particlpanf\\in the discussion as well.

v 0 L N

» as a sense of committment to purposeful actiVity aimed at

social*change.-'Social scientis “ﬁf'i_to work as an inte-_

gral part of the investigative process both individually

“and eollectively, at developing these relationships and

’
1

‘;;322_ i. | - | i..; i-.: ;”

r o,
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e . commitments. ' . . e - . . .
e » . L R « - _ ' . e . 7
- P " This presumes thgt researchers have, themselves, en-’

T e
»

gyf-= '}gaged in dialogues ‘about the shortcomings of social science

o

with respect to the goals of equality and justice and are

. , . ,

,;:_'_. f_ in fact Qrganized to function as a collective in mollabora— // x

i ]
tion with other organizations. This is definitely not

¢ < ’ .

the case - . o
s L . S K

One ofstacle to dEVeloping such practices are the acadﬁmic

te-

'1nstitutions in which investigators reside and ‘the profes=
;. " . - sional associatfons which are their appendages.e Besides - .._' i

| -creating alternatives to. these institutions and profes-

’

sional organizatjons,-.as a way of syrpassing gny constraints :

or limitations there is the possiblity of attempting to

transform them.’ _ o e ’ R 1

.

This last strategy has some advantages in spite of the
% | overwhelming odds against any fundamental transformation
. without basic societal changes Perhaps without a new social
'i':. o | order the most that can. be expected is non collaboration‘with : _.~
| | the powers that be (i e resistance) and active participatipn |
in movements for ‘change. - | !

i <‘ t' 3 However, since it remainsftrue that reseanchers are to be
| found mainly within academic or related institutions and . f ]
=that at an ideological level, these institutions share an

‘advantageous position with respect to other societal sources

of understanding, some effort aimeéd at their utilizatign -




227
_ should be attempted o .

There 1s great need in this society for the legitimation
of interests not represented in the public discourse around,
social policy This is particularly true for the worklng
class and the ethnic language minority groups within this
social classs. The discourse of social scientists must g&rst
reflect this preoccupation if are to y a role in the
deyelopment of such a shift social pol y debate. Again,
this- requireS'Sbme critical reflection our research plans,
questions, and methods. We do not think that this will re--

-sult.in historians sending out questionnaires ethnographers

producing census reports, or. demographers observing street ~ .

'corners but rather .each w111 contribute .to a collectively :

™

planned and sponsored research program

A This reflective, critical, and creative effort grounded
'in the ,real setting, s1tuation and " interests of members

of our communities is not a self-sacrificing endeavor. - There
are advantages for all if we can'oyercome traditional roles,
" divisions, and.narrow‘self-interest; | o
Outside support can be effective in resisting interests
;ithin'academic antithetical to'the'communities we represent
(particularly-public institutions).:In addition, collective
involvement with communities and movements struggling for
“gocial change can offset the individualistic.alfenating pres-

dsures of academia. In tHis view; therefore, those outside

L

L]




searcher, being more than a collector of information and opi-a

~nions or expert withlready—made Solutions is to utilize

'essay, since the interests of a community can be variously

.detailed suggestion‘both ingenuous and hazardous :

discussiork earlier, the dichotomization of subject -object .
' i

found in most academic sgocial research isbnot_tenable and

5
A
Y
‘J

4
)

s

df academia have as much to offer in these collective colla—

~

borative relationships in terms of our intellectual and organi-
zational needs, as we have to offer.them ”
On a less abstract'level research with and for commu—

nities rather than on them (no matter how' Well intentioned)

should be undertaken with the goal of resolving: concrete con-

flicts, difficulties -Or conditions ﬁhe task of the.re—.d

. perspectives of history and wider social forpes to extend

parqicipants understanding based on their interests and needs,

This is not unproblematlc, as mentioned earlier in this

interpreted _Even given similar intentions, there is plenty '
of room for differences of opinion In many cases, only
the power of persuasion, actual experience, and negotiation

——
will determine the right course of action. In other words

o

we are limited. in our prac!&ce and can only outline in
general terms what needs to be done. We cannot offer any
recipes, In:any event, it should be kept in mind that anv
‘particular"occasion will have its‘idiosyncratic developments

that always h%ve to be considered. This reality makes any

In sum, given the epistemological and ontological

L




contrary to our purposes There are ng “objective" positions .

. from which analysis can be conducted The issue of power

must be integrated into our sdudies and dealt with in our a

" social relationships Though multi-didciplinary studies
are called for they have to be embedded in, not isolated
from, processes of social change 1f we want them to be
effe!tive . New ideological and scientific grounds useful

- for the constitution of a new social order can_be developed

if we change the investigative proceqs by first r

the research community.

\x
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10.

11,

12.
13. -
14.

15.
16.
17.

18,

1 19.

‘B - = -LNo »ya, ya es suficiente.

C: ‘ - lEI qué"no sabe cantar, _ . S

C:'|[Y los que saben les tienen que pagar /laughter 5

A | oo

ae .. re

Transcript :
(traaslation proyided on pp. 318 319)

E: (éinging) En- el juego-de la vida...you know. . .all.
that shit. /4 secs./

P: Canta mds,canta mds . L DI

A mi no me pagan por. cantar. /3 secs. / L

P: Mira, estén (sacando) [ ( - D

canta por cantar . ' Fs : e ll
1 . . . .

m‘

o e« ) Jtiene .14 boca.
2: [eielito lindo | o

Pecs .

C:.Oyeme...la verdad es como uno no paga nada por nacer,
por morir na (va) a pagar nada. . /3.secs./

: Paga més, paga,més. /2 secs./
Prefiero que coman lok pescés;
e )

.o que me coman los guzahos ; .

M o™ o w

Te tienes que comprar...tienes que comprarte este B
una caja /2 secs./ -

{Quién, quién tiene Que-domprat ( )
. . i, .

Tienes que comprar| un pedazo de terreno.|- . /7

' (después) que me muera, vby
'8 tener que comprarme una caja? :

»

¢

No, td no. . N ' o

.Oh.

=




20.
21,
22,
23,
24,
25,
26.
27.
28.
29.
- 30.

31.
32,
33.
34.

35,

36.
37.

~

" E:

C:

¥
!

-
P .

(td sabes)
‘DeSPUéSHQUe yo“me hﬁero, olvidese que eh me metan
mano (laughs) /2 secs./ | o

E:LPofhué tG no do-, donas tu, tus-.eh 6rganos a La,:

<

P

E:
C:

C:
E:

C:
P:

: Yo, yo lo-entrego[(para)‘ ]

: Yeah, uh.,. _
:FCinco_pies y tres pulgadas.{?més nada

1|81l en realidad

Borque ( ) porque no ha encontrado

cieheia[como el corazén (y) los rifiones? - ]
no he encontrado 1la direccion...para el sitio.. -

: Yo.te la busco si quieres, si esp es lo que taG .

quieres hacer. /3 secs./

los ojos .
lo que sea (hay) el cuerpo enteréQ..yo dejo el cuerpo
entero. ’ \ : '

»

si en realldad,| tg tef? _______
sientes asf, debes, te, te interesarfa'bdscar la.. %"
la direccién...para que esto,hago eso si T

L

eso es tu deseo ﬂfal.

~ s »

Yy Yyooo¥ eso. . §-esos cinco pies tres pﬁlgadas,
‘lcudnto th creés vales. /3 secs./ ‘

'(tres) P: (laughs)

Ami...d mi que,nb a mi que no valga nadai La
cuestidn es después que me muera me vuelvan a vivir.
/2 secs./ . ~ - .

e e A -

Vives| en los ojos,en los ojos de otra persona,en
un . rifion..el corazén. o ‘

Pero A

-
-t . -

Pero lcuénto de, de este tipo ( ) vale la pena?




232.

i 38, E: De eso,|no sé/
TN 39 /ﬁ No vale nada, |no vale nada,_nb vale nada.
' 40. [E: : ‘ Yo no juzgo |a nadie
| / para que no me juzgen a mi. ' o
41. C: La verdad es que no vale[nada la cabeza (» ) )
42. | Ex ‘lpara ( | | )] o
- para mi, mi yo valgo muchisimo. : e
43, l C: No, yo no valgo nada, porque_si valiera, ya'me'
hubiese[vendido. .
44, : E: {( o ) mi vida no-tiéné precib.-
- /laughter/ o -~ | ’
45, E: Ah. |
46f,: C: Si yo véllera algo,.yo me hubiese vendldo Nadie

me quiere (comprar

47. P:[(laughs) P

| 48.  E Tﬁ[.tamp.o_co.‘L |

49. C est- staba vendiendo la mujer y ‘el hijo y

nadie me los quizo comprar. Me vendo yo, menos me
’ : quleren comprar...entonces ique voy a hacer No
1 . puedo vender. No puedo vender, no puedo hacer’
ﬁnegocios .pero que mire esto.r Siempre Jvivo como

el moriv1vi ) \ , :

50,  ?: N Y | é

Key . _ . } o '

.[' ] = overlapping speech A

( ) = not transcribable

1

(words)= unclear, transcriber's guess

‘ .
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'narrative perfo rma ce”among Puerto Rican bilinguals in New

L .- | »W234

AN INTERPRETIVE ANALYSIS OF NARRATION IN SOCIAL INTERACTION & .

Celia Alvarez

1 0 Introduction

i
{

The following analysis is part of an on- going study.of

York City.-1 The lprger work is an effort to extend previous
linguistic studie of this community (Poplack 1978, 1980c,
Pousada and Poplack l979 Poplack Pousada and Sank?fisl98lf

‘into the realm of discourse and to situate linguistic analys1s-

within a broader social and historical analysis of the Puerto
Rican communlty. |
The larger study will exanine-

'1.the relation between form and fﬁnction in the study v
of code-switching as a fdature of performance in personal ex-
perience narratives (Labov 1972b, Labov and Fanshel 1977, Hymes
l974a Schiffren l98l ‘Wolfson l976a and b, 1978, l979)

2. narrative in social context with particular focus on
the evolving relationship between speakers in interaction and .
perfi?mance (Wolfson 1976a and b, Schriffren 1983, Schenkein 1978,
Gumpeyz . 1982a, Tannen 1980c, l981b Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1974,
Goffefan 1967, 1974, 1981, Goodwin l978)

| .- 3! the social significance of narrative beyond the confines
-of the

ext situated within the broader social, cultural, and

-historical experiences of the speakers involved, i.e. address-

ing issues of language and cultural identity, social ‘contradic-
tions between lived experiences and presentation of self in

: interaction, traditional cultural norms and their re-elaboration,:

re-interpretation, limitations and contradictions when juxta-
.posed with the socio-economic reality of individual lives
(Basso 1979, Polanyi 1979, Goffman 1359 Geertz 1973, Gumperz

982b, Limén- 1983, ’Hernéndez and Vales l973 Lauria l964 De
aﬁenda 1968 -Varo 1971, Culture Task Force 1976)

The overall'study_therefore aims to contextuali&e and examine®

" the interolay of narrative performance at three levels--structural,




' interactional and'qocietal

-

The analysis presented in this report ig a oreliminary i ;;;//
study of the function of narration at the interactional and |
soc1eta1 levels It examines. the role stories play in elu-
cidating_the‘interests, concerns, ‘and conifadictions of in-
dividual l}ves as they unfold within‘the progression of the
social interaction. | |

The analysis departs from the ‘premise that in any‘inter¥
action péople take up particular spcial positions vis-a-vis

each other Wthh lmpact upon the values interests, and themes

) permeating the1r d1scusslons (Gumperz 1982 Goffman 1959,

1974, 1981). It focuses on the negotlatlon of - topic as it °

1s developed by the same partic1pants in two d1fferent social

“ settings arid examines the role- stories/play in this. development

‘In determining what is meaqt at .different points in each

'interaction, I rely on interpretive frames (Gumperz 1982,

Tannen 1977, Goffmanpl974) based on 1) my experience'with -
similar\situationsﬁor chtekts 2) ethnographic demographlc
and huxrvhﬂ] data of the speakers 1nvolved 3) grammatical
and lexical knowledge and knowledge about the structural
characterizations of oral narrative, as well as 4) social,
cultuﬂal and historical knowledge of the Puerto Rican

communitv in New York City.

For each intéraction, I consider:
\ . . ,

1) speakers' definitions of their relationships to

each other within the local .context, ‘
i .' ' . S

i ) . ’

. 242
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-~

each interaction.

X

‘# = unintelligible

S 236
2) the impact this ‘has on thematic and story deve-
'.1opment within the interaction and

3) the way in which this development elucidates
| '~ the conflicts and social contradictions which
3: permeate individual lives; in other words, the
" normative expectations for ‘behavior Versus the
‘realities of the speakers' 1ives/

1 conclude with a summary statement in which I discﬁss the .
’broadEr social and cultural questions which thlS type of .

-analysis opens up for fnrther exploration/_:

@ w
2.0 Data

4 S f S : - X
. The data for analysis will include the following ex-

‘ cerpts of tape-recorded speech between P, a Puerto Rican

male and Z; a Puerto Rican female in two different So-

cially-defined contexts.. Although the over- ridivg social .
relationship of 1nterv1ewer/ee permeates their relation- « -

ship, relations of power are renegotiated and defined in

-each setting These-w111 be discussed in the analysis of.

1 S

Key: for transcription -

f

['];? oyeriapping speech pause

(FS)= false start _ _ () part of word not

uttered

243




2.1 Zoraida B-B77 (00)° o .

1. Zoraida: She's taking this course. She wants to
. - know all about los indios de Puerto Rico.
All (FS) (Toditos de ellos? She # it's
interesting. Boring,. but inter sting,

2. Pedro: (laughter)

3. Zoraida: I 8o to ‘her house and she gets me al (FS)
' ' d‘he s got books, She's got. .caj@s
. : _ libros, But not just de Puerto Rico. _
veo - . About all countries. Yeah, she'll -sit
o : : ' ;km[down.] : o : .
4, Pedro: #f you | '
. Zoraida;\ And I'11l tell her. in two minutes Angie,
v . it's interesting but it’s boring.. She'll

S get upset. - | .6 - eL)/) -
6. Pedro: Where diq.she-teke.;hat course?
; i. Zoraida: She's taking it (FS) she;s taking it now, v
8. Pedro: ';But'where? What school?
9. Zoraida: 1In Jer;ey somewhere..
10. fedro: | Oh, at a seheol in Jersey?
11. Zoraida: -\ .{’Yeah_ ] -

-
-

12, Ped;&f, Rutgers? - |
13./26raida: I dndt'knea\ I'doﬁt'know

LK{ Pedro: - I. know a pla e in Jersey where tﬁey teach
/ : - a course like)}that.
\ | //{-15a Zoraiaa; ' - yeah?]l
_///' 16. Pedro:  Where does she 11§é in Jersey?
| : /, 17. Zoraida:'hShe lives iS‘North (FS) North Bergen
’lél Pedro: . North Bergen? ‘ ﬁe
, | | _ l9.‘l/Zora_ida': Yeah, !

20. Pedro: ...Is Newark fer'from'?er? B




21"

22,

33,
34,

¢
L

23,

2 4.
23,

26.

27.
28,

29,

.30,
31,

35.

~36‘ B

'Zoréida; No.,.It's ahout fiftgen minutes,
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Pedr%:;j [Reallyz] | _m- : : o
Zoraida: lUm, itsJ(FS) It's abbut;..twelﬁe minutes,

Pedro;.
Zoraida:

‘ Pedro: -

Zoraida:'

Pedro;

Zoraida:
’ ¢
- Pedro:

Zoraida:

Pedro:

:Zpraidé:
' Pedro:

' Zoraida;

IS

Pedro:

Zoraida: -

-

O s

{Twelve'minutes?] .
. | .

By car, .
.That méans_that it could be Rutgers. then. .

 Because I know that's where they're (FS)
I know a Puerto Rican Studies Department
there. o - '

Yeah? - = | S

Yeah, and if it's not that far from her,
it's (FS) she (FS) 'she can be taking  (FS)

Twelve minutes is nothing. "

..,&eah.

| [“..Ana she likes it?

© X used to work in Newark;]:NeWark is .
You used to work in Newark?

Yeéﬁ; I_used to be“g.mpdel'(FS)'a‘barmaid;

[A what? "~

Pues,nena] no yo no pude trabajar without
this. thing over (FS) like over here ti te
pPones una bata a trabajar, you know that? _
And they'll copider you y they'll try to make
passes at you,,and they (FS) If they don't
succeed, Ay, te llaman all kind of names. -
Pero en-Jersey, there's so much respect.

It's (FS) I believe that it's the person

que lo da anyway,[zverdad?]

Yeah..

Pé&o aqui they dorft care si tG lo das. ..
you knoew? .They just not gonna stand for
this nonsense...pero alla its (FS) it's so:
nice. I really enjoy (FS) I enjoy talking

to people, I enjoy people, period.

e




"40. ‘Pedro:

1s that[the_dog that - Chocolate hadi/.“‘_

. -

- 38. Pedro: Y_équi"no té'fé%petan? si ,]
39. . Zotaida: '[ (FS)

: No aqui

No que no me respetan, I haven't tried

byt here. I ain't gonna try it..,because

I dont want to go through’ the changes, de

tener que meterle una espescozada all{i.

And -really, you know, go out of my way,

Because yo no.se lo voy a permitir. I

believe if I give 'you la confianza you

got it. But if I don't %ive it to you,

don't take it. Because it's not gonna last

last you very long...you know, they even .

have dogs going para las barras. ‘They . '

(FS) I had this one; his name was Whiskey. -

La cosa miscchuld.y.. - |
]

b

» .

. He used to get stoned out of his #. ,Whiskej.
Who? B -

Whiskey. /

v .
The dog? . - g
Yeah.rHe's like this.
.[Who';\ |
No. No,

This ong is like this,”And he's a Chihuahua,
Yeah, IEs un fresco!  And you -know what

" he did? He used to love to dance. Okay,

41. . Zoraida:
§ 42, Pedro:
43, Zéraida!

44, Pedrd:

QS. Zoraida:

46, Pedfo:
| 47. _Zoraida:
i48. Pedro:

“drink liquor # ei'bari

like where I worked there's go-go girls,
right? So there's nice music, Disco. Hey,
cuando empezaban a poner discos ese perrito
8e levantaba él al bar. He used to dance.
Embanado. We used to[# '

' LComq?]éHe used to .

49. 'Zofaidaﬁﬁﬂéy}el amo (FS)lel sefior (FS) el duefio de

!

*+el, which was un viejito bien nice que lo

tenia. He used to carry con el platito de

él, Oh,.and he didn't drink in anybody's

l’ . z:
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- “%i
1 ;. 6 s. w
R ) » R ; . . . ) : o )
SR N ~ cup or nothing. Entonces when he came in
o . . the bar # they could pour # double shot.
b ‘Se lo ponla al perrito. El perrito cojia
RO ' : v . el #,_(1aughﬁ19 He used tb come and taste
o T S . like (FS) He was like that toda la noche.
) \ 50. Pedro:' . He (FS) He was a partygoer,'huh?' | .
51.:“Zoraid&: Yeah. “ .
. . .-+ " .He was beautiful,
52;"Pedro; It was a Chihuahua? ‘
A ﬁ"-:; 53. Zbréida:_I-beliévé that's what you'cali them. They're
S : ~ 7 very:small...they're not long, ' .
~ 54, " Pedrs:  Right. ' |
— ., 55, Zoraida: I don't believe that's what ydu call them
v N , , - at all, Because ,  ilos Chihuahuas no son
{9P~“ L. - los largos salchichas}[esosﬁ} C
s S . 56, -Pedro: C _.'. . ‘. No. . ' Ly
) . . A NO' . A
P o A [ . ] . i '_ L . . . : l‘
-57. ~Eoraida:|Oh, Well-theé he's a Chihuahua. He was,".
Lo : brown and white. Y chiquitito. He had
PR such an adorable face. . B .
.~ 58, Pedro; ...What happened tg him}
' | - 59, Zofaida:_l don't know. I stopped'ﬁorking’there,
S - By that, /time = - ] | ; ~
y 60, Pedro: [ng,l thought he was/ (FS) I thought he .
: } was your -dog? - . . .
6l. 'Zoraida; No,'He was this...old'mén's dog que iba
. ;. I guess (FS) Este hombre iba like Friday,
e, .,fﬂ—\‘ " .. Saturday, and Sunday and“you didn't see him
I : i : for the rest of the week, ' _
| o . . ] ‘ o L . ‘ . »
"7 62, Pedro: So this was in a bar where you worked? - *\!{
T 63, Zoralda: Yeah, this was in Machito's place. This . )} -
T ‘ L ‘was in Christopher Street, Newark. .,. g
L . ' A.nice place. Lo '
| : . L . . . D )
| 64, Pedro:  How come you stopped working there?
| ",:.'\ N : ’ 247 -‘
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65, Zoraida: Because, I just (FS) like I boté todas

: las cosas., By that time I had just moved,
-And T wanted a new bedroom set..,which I

- knew was gonna take me a long, long time

- to get. #I only worked a month, .

o 66, Pedro; ?..Did ybg get ie?
67, Zoraida: Yeah, I got it, I.got it home,

68. Pedro: (laughtey # at home?
©'69. . Zoraida: Yeah.- -
w“ ~ -
' /
’ ~>
4 \
. :
‘ \
: »
\..




L |

1.

11.
12,
13.
14
15.
16.
17.

2.2 ZdraidaA4Ba& (390)

. ‘Zotaida: Ce

. Zoralda

._'ﬁoraida:l don't koow lpor que7 I dont know.

_Zoraida:

© Pedro: &(Por qué?. .. (3 secs.) _ .

~ Zoraida:

l-\‘ % . | 242 v
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- Pedro: En-términos de. . .de’ los afios que td has

vivido aqui en este vecindario en este
bloque, [verdad

&Aqui7] Aha

Pedfo: LEste que (FS) &como th dirias van 1as

°, cosas? ¢Tu diri(as) (FS) (Tu dirias.
> que las cosas van peor?,...o que las cosas
se van meJorando? Porque hay . (FS)ren eso
hay mucho i ( ].

Peor

, , _ t
+Pedro: Aqui hay mucho de (FS) opiniones sobre eso.

' \flguna genteJdice_que es (FS)
Zoraida |

Peor

Pedro: que es (FS) que es mejor v otros[dicen que ]

_ S I don't. now
yo digo que es peor,
»

. really do, But (FS) But I'm not goin _to say.
gBut I think it is, getting worse. Wh
. fcame here 1n seventy-two it was (FS) hig¢ was
- -nice,..that's when the cuar (tel) (FS) 1Iys de
los bonixros y de log (FS) El cuartel de
estaba alli. But once they took that shit out,
then everybody started partying. I don'
this block like I usegd to before .

Pedro; What dgn t you like about 1Q7

Zéraida: Peopli [(laughter)

Pedro: oh yeah7} What about the people?

Zoraida Oh, they re so noi(sy) (FS) nosey,

Pedro: - But they were nosey before when the{oolice]

P

No.

-were heregpright?

s 249
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.18, Zoraida: No, not re(ally) (FS) Well,
19. Pedro:  The police [didn't stop them from being ﬁosey;]
yeah, yeah, that's true. =i .
-+ .yeah. Hay pero estén pa (FS) There's
a whole- lot of shit. There's killings, .
They're giving a whole lot of holdups, Okay,
esto siemprq se ha visto but not like before,
especially in my mother's building, you know...
you see all kind of weird shits.~ All kind of
nights. Todo a cualquier hora... There's
-less consideration but I feel it's because.
there's More teenagers over here, you know? S
Antes no # (FS) When I,first came to settld T~/
aqui, lo que yo veia eran viejitas, I think . - .
.. they died cause I dort see them no more, gente -
de edad. There's a lot of young kids over
here...Thete's no consideration, .Not 'me,
I don't care...Pero no consideran a la gen(te)
(FS) a las personas de ma(yor) (FS) de edad,

a la gente (FS) a la gente mayor. . ‘ _

ﬁ' 21, _Pedro: © . iLa juventud o la éente en general?

20. Zoraida:

22. . Zoraida: La ju(ventud) (FS) 1la gente en general
' " But (FS) Pero hay muchos (FS) I believe que -
 aqui son adolescents. What I mean by that
es que they're not even'eighteenh.,you know?.

23.__Pedro: Righgl
24, Zoraida:' And housing? Las(caéa7.” like,r @h man, : ].
'25. Pedro: | ~ lesté (FS)[;sehhe mejérado?'

lo se ha puesto pedri]

26. Zoraida: [ No. ... se han puesto peor.

- «..Because um donde vive (FS) Where my mother
lives before (FS) maybe I guess it's the person
that's taking care of the house now, but still,
se (FS) se ha puesto mal. Before you (FS)
Eso0s hallways, yoy could've eaten out of thosge
hallways and they smelled good, Man,  sometimes
yo ni subo arribg, I just call my tother from
outside.,.Y # peste, And oh,...people smoking
in the hallway. .. People coming down con las
manos rotas, con un cuchillo pasado hasta por
acd abajo. (Begins excited rapid speech)

27, Pedro [is{2 (surprised) 1
:.ra} \i. . | ’ 250 - ‘ &
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.




28.'5ioraida
29, Pedrb;:
30.° Zoraida:
| 31, Pedro:
32, Zoraida:
| ®
f.
Y
_33. Pedro:
34. Zoraida:
35, Pedro:
¥

f,
1
l
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lAnd just,. you know (FS)_Yeah! J
{Tu mamé ha visto eso?

Man, yeah my mother's going (FS) my

*mother allt va cojer un ataque de nervios.

1ast time 4

she s telling me the[
{Cuindo? LCuéhdo fue

|

que pasé.eso?

I thls was three weeks ago
. She's telling me.

I went home early
If was a Saturday, . :
And she said que como a las once de la
noche, \she heard a whole lot of commotion..:
y cuandd ella abre la puerta (FS) '
Porque yo .le digo, 'Mami, tG eres.
presenté, you know"? "
‘And since #; pues ella d1ce que ella mird
por el peephole.
she saw everything nice and clear. |-
'so ‘abrid la puerta.
she (laughter) (FS) she said (laughter)
que (FS) 1
la puerta del hall le queda aqui,
las escaleras is right here, ’
so she sees everythlng that's going up
and down.

.0 - Well, she opened the door.

p She said she.closed it (FS) closed: it
faster than whenshe opened it,

q ' porque bajbé un tipo cfn un cuchlllo de
aqui a aca.

r you see he had a fight with his ,old lady

s ‘And his (FS) la tipa lo apuﬁ(alQ) (FS)
le apuﬁalb la mano, you know, (excited)

t And he's coming like this. ‘

u And all the bood is dripping. '

v He's yelling like una mujer.,. (end of rapid

- speech) : _

W ?u know7

1’ ain't never seen that..
Mami dice, "yo nunca he visto una cosa asi,".

#, that's dangerous

| e} « o

It's terrible...

That's pad.
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3.0 Background‘%f the 3peakers
| 3.1 Zoraida |

Z is a 28 year oldpwoman, born.in Puerto Rico, who ‘
. lived in the rural area of Cabo.Rojo until-she.came to
New York'City at the‘age of 8. She-has lived in El'Barrio-f
most of her life although at the time of this recording . :_ \
she resided in the Bronx Z, however, frequented the
block under study on a weekly basis maintaining her ties
,inth her mother (who still lives there) and With other'
: 'soc1al networks on the blook (Pedraza 1982). '

':A divorced mother ;of two, Z is a housewife who
supports herself and her family on the income she receives
from weIfare ~ She attended up to the fourth year -of
_ high school in the New York City public school system
| Z_is a fluent'bilingual and can sPeak, read, write, and
understand both Spanish and English. |

 According ‘tor her responses to the Language Attitude

Questionnaire |, Z maintains that Spanish should remain -

~ the 1anguage of Puerto Rico, given its historical tradi- !
tion on the island. In dddition,'she feels Spanish should T
be kept alive within the Puerto Rican community'in the
U.S. and places responsibility for this on all sectors of ol

the community, e.g. families, &Wls,'colleges, political

groups, etc.




-For'Z-language.is important to _group . solidarity
To speak fpanish or talk like a Puerto Rican are important

aspects of Puerto Rican identity, that we speak the same

'way helps to hold the Puerto Rican community together. -

3.2 Pedro

-

A second generation Puerto Riean, P was born and

_ “raised in New York City. Educated in the New York City '

public school system P graduated from high school and

Apursued undergraduate and graduate studies in privatg -

universities Divorced, and a’ father of two, P came
to live fn El Barrio with his family. after residing in

the Bronx for several years. At the time of these

field recordingsi P was 31.years old. He was emp10yed

" as researcher with the Language Policy Task Force-ofi

the Center for Puerto Rican Studies, CUNY, and engaged

. in a 1ong ~-term ethnographic study of social networks

L4

and 1anguage use on a block in East Harlem (Pedraza ms. )

' Through participant observation of community network
> . b )

_interactiOn P—selectedwkey~member3w£or~interyiewing"on-4->"'

an individual and group basis Altﬁcughimore dominant in

English P used both Spanish and Eaglish in his inter-

'actions with community members, Using a language attitude

A
questionnaire (LPTF 1977) individuals were recorded in

-formal interviews, as Well a$ informal interactions.”

253




Y./ R R . S e

R 247

Theseirecordings completed over .a 3 year period served.
as. the corpus for the ethnographic, sociolinguistic and
attitudinal studies of East Harlem performed by the

Language Policy Task Force' (LPTF 1980). They also

constitute the data base for this study,

4.0 Analysis of data

4.1 Social lnteraction I /Zoraida 3977 .(1341) /

4.1.1 Social setting

At the time of this interaction, P had known Z for

2 years, and they had been friends for about'a year. Pi‘

had already completed a more structured formal interview

with her based on the Language Attitude Survey question-

naire (LPTF 1977)
This particular 1nteraction took place one morning.

as P and Z were sitt1ng on a local Dark bench. * Unlike

‘w

_qbeﬁinterview setting (where_P_maintained control over

' the direction of the discusggon aslinterviewer), this

social situagior is defined principally by Z. It may
be characterizedtas informal and non-ipterview in style.

Z defines its general development gd direction by

.introducing. and developing the tOpics under discussion

The relationship beﬁween s%eakers is a non—hierarchiCaL
one among peers. Both P and Z are ingroup members of |

the Puerto Rican community and share some common background '

1y
e,

4
4

@54 - L




knowledge about schooling, community life in New York
City -and New Jersey,,socializing in bars‘ as well dd
traditionally defined norms of behavior e.g., respeto

and confianza--themes whlch ‘are developed in their

discussion.

| The interaction begins.with‘é 'explainingitO'P the'
type of college course her sister is taking in New Jersgy
and her generallimpressions of traditional literate forms
of séhdbling.

?

4.1. 2 Negptiation of toplc interaction .

" In this 1n1t1a1 interchange (1 -5), Z establishes
that her sister is taking a ‘course on the history of
Puerto Rico. In addition, z makes note of the fact that

: her sister's home is overflow1ng with books although she

finds the content of the material 1nterest1ng, reading
and discussing her sister's books .1s a boring task. Her .
impatience with reading books as a way of seeking out’
information&(even on topics which-are of particular in;
terest to her, including Puerto Rican history\ reflects
a negative attitude toward 11terate forms of learning

- This attitude in turn upsets herksister who given her -

. -~ more exten81ve experience wfth American higher ea;cation

N
pu
. 7 ’ N 3
a L. - R
-~ .
. N .
. .
. N ‘'
.
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tries to share kndwledgelin this way with her.

P meanwhile 1s concerned. with clarifying where Z's
.sister is taking what he assumes to be a Puerto Rican C
studies course taught at a local college ( 6-29 ' ),'
Having established that her sister resides in New Jerse;
near Newark P claims that ‘she must be taking her course
‘at Rutgers--a major university in New- Jersey with an /
urban ,campus in Vewark that - has a Puerto Ricah Studies
Dephrtment He Pauses briefly after providing reasons
to substantiate his ¢laim and inquires ‘about her sister S

J*general_evaluation dfﬂthe course 7).

Z does_not address his questibn; howeyer. she ‘

" 'continues the discussion&along(the thematic lines devel= .
oped earlier, .e. 3. ,'the topic of Vewark'having been
.introduced into the conversation by P earlier in the
interaction ( .3 ). 'z assoc1ates old information:
(Newark) with new information (work exper!ences) and
introduces the topic of" having worked as a barmaid in
Newark ( 31 - 3% ) into the discussion. .f ' : ':

Z characterizes her work experience by describing |

"~f"~in“detaii the_kinds of verbal and sexual affronts she

: was subjected to as a'barmaid.- She maintains that bars

in New York and New Jersey are differentiated by the way'¢

their clientele treat barmaids, According to Z, men

in New Jersey bars (where she has worked) are more

v

o




\

‘respectful'towards barmaids than in New. Yorkaity.
Consequently she minlmizes any negative judgement of
.her self- -respect or self- esteem as a Puerto Rican woman

for having worked in a bar by choosing to work only where

a

in fact she is given due.respect ( 35-37), Z elaborates :

"on the issue of sekfkrespect, emphasizing the-noint that :
| irrespective_of where ong is situated (geographically -
or.socielly), Self-respect‘pust fundamentally egéﬁhte.
" from oneself ( .35 j). ;She then reiterates how -
conditions are much nider for barmaids'ln Vew Jersey
than 1n,NeW‘York. c ncludes&by asserting in a morJ/
positive light the sotlal asz;c;/of the work which she
.enjoyed, i.e., socializing and‘talking with people
(37 N ) |
? then inquires about'theplack of respect~Z has
:encountered in New York Cit&_hare~given her‘negative
-.evaluation of them ( 38 )., She immediately responds
‘and interrupts him in her effort to clarify her p01nt
¢ 39 ).~ She states that - althdugh in fact she has .
neuer adtually worked in'New York City as a barmaid ‘she
has nO'intention of ever doing so given her expectation
of working in a? environment where her boundaries of |
. self- respect aqe likely to be violated T She
aims she wanﬁs to avoid bein% put 1n a position where

she would hav% te slap someone’for stepping beyond the

*
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:oundaries of trust and intimacy that she sets up between

Y
hem. Z asserts that the boundaries of confianza which

e

e

pdefine and surround her relationshlps with men’ should be
: respected and, if they are not, consequences w111 ensue,
Although her feelings about the lack of respect Wthh she
attributes to the men who frequent the bars o6f New York

_ may not be based on any actual experience as a barmaid
they characterize her attitude towards the -men who fre-
quent those bars.

z returns to the discussion of tbe,bars.in New Jer- -

sey and focuses on’ an additional fact that differentiates

3 ' ’ -‘
- them from those in- New York . :

"You know, they even have dogs going a las barras."

This-statement<corroborates her earlier claih that’ bars:

in New Jersey are much nicer and less threatening than"

. those in New York. Subsequently she gives a depiction of
a dog named Whiskey_thatffrequented the bar where she | '
K . worked_(§9—4Q). After clarifying a point about owner- o

ship, y/ describes the dog, he is a cute but 'fresh'

: e

Vo Chihauhua for whom drinking and dancing became a habitual

R A.P‘._&_I.I:. of his -b.ehaxm_r,_.;n__the_.ba_r___._g,g__@}r.______.__




252

t

zZ affirms ‘that the dog in fact was a partygoer

( 17-51 ) and a Chihuahua (52 - 57 Y. When asked about
: : N\ S
the dog s whereabouts Z responds'negatively ané\asserts '

that she is no longer employed at the bar (50 - 50 ) i;“(/
Once again she clarifies for P the fact thdf”he dog diq&\.
not belong to her but to an elderlv man who would bring
him to the bar on weekends ¢ @)- 63 ),.' . \\\
| Z' e'description of the bar is'consonant with her ﬁ\'

-

\attitude that the people ‘and work environment in New
Jersey are nicer compared to New York, It w as so._nice'
that she not only worked in a bar there but had even
moved there to live. " 1In fact, when P inquires about
her reasons for 1eaviﬁg the bar ( H | ),.Z provides
_ the following'explanation. | _
- At the'tiEE'she had taken the.job,{Z had‘just moved
into a new apartnent in New.Jersey. Having thrown'all
. her furniture away, she was in needlof a'new.bedroom set

( 065 ). Given that her only'source of income was

'nelfare, Z knew it would.take her a long time to make
3 -

this major purchase. ‘ . _She took the jobtin the
'bar to meet her material'objective needs at the’time;
'COnseQuentiy, she oniy“worked%there for a'month, i.e.,

aa long -as ;he needed touaccrue the‘money_to buy the

bedroom set (55 -89 .y,
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. 4.13 Social consciousness and 3o0ocial practice

Within the context,of the_thematic:development of
this interaction, several issues come to the fore which
bear on Z's understanding of her sense of Self and her
relationship to the Puerto Rican community, as well as
U.S. society
o The first is her re1ationship to the written wordt

Early‘in-the interaction ( 1 -5 ) queStions of .

~

._1iteracy are raised in Z' s characterization of her 1nter—

'action with Her sister and her books. Z and her sigter

~are differentiated with respect to the att1tudes" nd

practices_they'malntain toward literate forms of conveying

information. Her sister, Who_has'continued_with her

-

education beyong‘high schooi, appears to be much more.open

' to'such forms of learning, AIt 1s interesting to note

T~

1
however that when Z was separately and explicitly asked

- within the context of’ the formal lnterview6 about her
reading practices, she cldimed to read magazines and
books (mainly in English) but not any n§%spaper at all.
However, when this response is comoared to her actual
practice (as she describes it in this interaction)
find that if is an inaccurate and misleadlng self-
evaluation subject to further verification, i.e., the
actual observation of her literacy practices in context

-

e. g home, school, community, etc. The social baseS"

_



e : Z and her s1ster need ‘to be further: explored taking into

‘;f*"\ﬁih : consideration how each deals w1th~both oral-and written -

.
T forms of communication

o The second 1SSue which surfaces in her discussion
T about working as a barmaid concerns the norms for be-

“ﬂ'havior bethxilmen and women based on the traditional

ﬁjkmi’,‘- - ;]'Puerto Rican values of Trespeto and confianza. * Respeto
) a vp"{:"a quality of self which must be present in any inter-

Apersonal encounter, refers to the respect and deference
llfé '1nd1viduals must”have for themselves and others. " As . Z
| g fﬂ'h.;‘ and others;7mainta1n self respect must first emanate

| LT from oneself before it can be given by others.

. ' -._Confianza;’On the other hand nefers to ‘a relationship

of trust and familiarity withcanother person which must

- -

T '_be given and neVer taken w1thout consent’ (Lauria 1964)

- Intthis 1nteraction Z sustains that she 1s a woman

who commands respect '\'~ Irrespegtive of the

fact ﬂhat she"is working in a profession Where women are

L]

. | not - reqpectedngas_she—ilLustrateé—by-her-deStrlptton“of‘

the kinds- of verbal and sexual affronts women encounter o

in bars (fP - 35):' Z demands that she be aocorded the /;)'

~ - galf- ~-respect due her and asserts that she would g0 80 ﬁar

S for these diffsrences in attitude and practicé between o

P S
. -

as to fight someOne to maintain that respect ( 37"30 ).

Z's attitude and behavior reoresent what is expected of

-

. . .
: ; f
.o '
. . -
o . - ) .
ERIC - - : . = “
P i enc : : . i
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_expli'cit that she will only work in a place where she

" (presence or absence of respect)bupon.which she bases her
negative and positive gvaluations of men in New York and
New Jersey bars 'is presented -or alluded to,only in the

.. Z uses very. impersonal and indefinitq forms of reference

songs) " (:32,37). In ‘addition, she discusses in the most

255 .

her within ths Puerto Rican community. For aé_Lauria

'(1964) affirms: N o IS

no Puerto Rican is considered properly
socialized unless he can comport himself
with respeto ...Conflict, or its threat,
follows upom an abuse ofgsuch trust, or when L
one presumes to inject an element of confianza
in a relationship where there should be none.
< .

It is not unusual then, given the fact that Z *

shares  these community values, for her to want to make

is aééorded due respect. Her elaborate discussion of the '
T e : ' .

nice bar in New Jersey (35,36,37,62-63) serves to illustratg f‘“

this point. - N

<
4

It is interesting to note; howeVer, that the behavior

most general of terms. When referring~to these men,
(e.g. you, they) which do not refer to any specific per-

hypothetical of.terms (rather than referring to any épeci-

fic personal experience):what her actions might be if

confronted with a lack of tespect or abuse of confianza

in a Bar (39).
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- Not eﬁgm in Z's gost personal égcount of_her ;Z#k

éxperience in’tHe.bar in New Jersey (39-49) doeé she

Falk aboﬁtwherself aﬁd her experiences with men, In-

Stead,_she focuses her attention on the tricks of a

”fresh,.but'harmlesstlittle-dqg who frequented tHe_bar

bﬁt*poéed no threat to her sense of well-being. The
only man, in fact, to whom she réfefs is-thé dog's owner
qucribed as a 'nice'old man'_(49,‘61)j -

Z's story is illustrative not only of the-'nice?’~
image_she wants to corroborate about New Jersey in general

and,her-pléce_of work in particular, but also implicitly

.of the nice image of herself that shevwould like to

project. For in chboging to-work in a bar whose atmos-
phere is so congeniai and respectful ﬁhat even an_dld
man éhd'his:dog cén be the center of attraction, Z pre-:
senté-herself as the 'nice' Puertb Rican wdman who selec-

tively chooses the kind of work place where her self-respect

will not be threatened. Her - omission of any social en-

counter with men in which this respect might be infringed

upon, especially in a context (baf) in which one would expect

~
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this to occur, indicates that Z may not be telling it all,
but rether trying to give'a good'presentation of;self
which 1s coherent with her self-image of being a res-
pectable PuertozRican womhn. Finally, her etory about |
the dog may.alSO'be interpreted metaphorically, with the
socially acceptable behavior of the dog being contrastedh
to the implicit unacceptable behavior of men in -the same

context. Only men who pose no - sopial threat to her are

¥
¥

found acceptable
A third and final issue to. which this interaction
alludes is Z's efforts of outward social mobility from
the community in E1l1 Barrio to somewhere else10 - In thie
interaction she juxtaposes life in New York with that -
of New Jepsey Z p01nts ou§ how New Jersey is a nicer

and safer place for«a womgn to wOrk and live. 1In the -

next interqction, Z more explicitly states her discontent

with 1life in El1 Barrio Although she has.chosen to live

outside of - it her familial and social ties keep her

connected to. the community there.

#
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4.2 Social Interaction I1/Zoraida A—B77K421)/

4.2.1 Social setting

This interaction consists of the latter.end\pf P's
formal interview with Z. At the time of this interview,
Z no 1onger resid ed in ‘E1l Barrio, She was living in

& the Bronx but woul&*come to the block at least once a

~ yeek to v1§it her ﬁother H This social situation is
initiated by P, who structures the interactidn by eliciting
from Z responses to the Language Attitude Survey Question—
naire (LPTF 1977) The nature of this questlonlng pro— .
"’cedure establishes a more hiéerarchical (interv1ewer/ee)
i and formal'(impereonal) relationship between P and 2,
in which:it is P who delimits. what will .be discussed.12

As interviewer,P initiates the discussion by asking

Z (1,3,5

’ ) ’

7,7,1%,13 ) her opinion about conditions on the
block. Z responds accordinqu with direct answers to
( his questions ( h6,0,10, LLIA ). In fact, only once in |
N " this 1nitia1 interchange does she provide any elaboratlon

of her discontent with the block ( 19 ). Even

then; however, Z explicitly denies wanting to disclose

;(; " her reasons. |
| Up to this point(in, the interaction, Z in her role
as inteﬂgiewee.(which efines-her-relationship with P)f
limits the*-amount of evaluative information she will revea].

to P; As the interaction progresses,_however, the

\

)




her feeliﬂgs about the‘iﬁock (20 ). In fact, a Shlft

-occurs in dmich it is 2 rather than P who leads the

'community arbund this\i

P 259

‘relationshin between P and Z evolves, It shifts from

being a more formal distantiated ‘hierarchical and(

-_impersonal interviewer/ee relationship to that of a more

1nforma1 egalitarian and personal re1ationsh1p among
peers who share Sackground knowledge about the comMLnlty
( 15,17, 19 ). This shift qualitatlvely affects how

Z subsequently responds to P in the interaction, i.e.,

 how much of her personal experience she will share,

Z elaborates in much greater detail the bases for

conversatioﬁ by introduc1ng new tOplCS for discu331on

\

| This shift reflects the change in their

ever-evolvlng re1at10nsh1p to each other within the
13 .
1nteract10n - i

4.2.2 Negqtiation of tOplC in 1nteractlon

P initiates thps 1nteract10n by asking Z d1rect1y

" what she thinks dflcondltlons on the block (I, ).

Z provides an'imp rsonal, cryptic, but direct answer

. to hie-question-( b ) and does not- elaborate any

further P ignores, her response (J 7. ) and makes a

general claim about ﬁhe diversity of opinion in the

R

issue, Twice (6 ,y 0) Z interJects
\gws her initiéi response . that

her opinion and reaffi
N\
\ x

e )
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‘things had ghtten worse on, the block,

" it is there -to maintain law and order in the community

260

When P inquires about her reasons for feeling;thfS"

way -( 2 ), 7 resists revealing'theh to him ( 19 ).

Subsequently, however, she goes on to provide her

reasons.. She explains-that the block was nice until the

‘fire-station and police precinct were removed from it,

_It was then according to Z, that,chaos ensued and the

block began to deteriorate. 4 berceives'the presence

of the precinct on the block as a stab11121ng force
1/

\

In its absence the people have lost all sense of social

control ’ ana - Z 1s very unhappy with 1life on

.the block .

When-P‘requests that Z specifically describe what

she dislikes about the block (-1l 12y 7 replies with
.a terse, unevaluated responsels accompanied~byjlanghter.
.ThlS response seems to indicate that Z is neot.only belng

~very uncooperative with P (1. e just merely answering.

the question but not providing him with the explanation
he seeks),but also getting pleasure out of behaving‘in
this manner. His initidl request unfulfilled, P asks

Z once more for greater elaboration ( 13 ). éhe
retorts with a- succinctbut general evaluative comment*
(\14 ) which P, given his knoqgedge of the community._

challenges as an inadequate eXplaﬁaJion ( 15, 17, 9 )

‘
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Subsequently, a Qualitative_ohange occurs in P and
Z's-relationship. Z concedes to;the liéitations of her
argument (16, 18, 20) and goes on to discuss (in greater
detail and with greater personal involvement than at any

\ othermprev1ous point in the discussion) what has happened
on the block to make it worse and to cause her to dislike
it (20). S | | | S !

Z?s'initial evalugtion of the situation is focused

., on the general manifestation andescalation of v1olence
on the block. This characterization of violence is then
) personalized as she describes its effects on her mother's
J— building looated on the block 'Z blames the _youth, Who‘
have lost all respect and" consideration for the elders | .' _ )
_ of the community, for the problems ' of the neighborhood
<~ (20-23). S |
y/ then introduces the 1ssue of housing on- the block
and inserts in her statement evaluative commentary without
it yet having been requested by P (24) - P, however
masks exp11c1t1y for her opinion on the mitter anyway.
ﬂ (25). Z respgnds not only with a statemeﬁt about how

housing in the neighborhood has in general deteriorated,

but also readily. presents her own personal experience with

the housing situation by evaluating once again conditions

- in her mother's building (26). - ‘ -~

A
The open spontaneous, and personalized character. of
: L _

. A

W
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Iher response (20 24, 26) is in direct contrast to Z S .
earlier responses to P's inquiries (4,6,8,10,12, 14)

:There she. merely answered his questions directly and did '
not provide any explanation for her positions unless pro-
voked to do so. Personal involvement with the subject |
_matﬂer being discussed was also kept at a minimum These_
.responses however reflect a shift in the relationship
-between P and Z in the degree of candor and personal

- involvement Whlch 'Z allowed herself to be engaged in with

. \
him.| -

Z vividly illustrates (26), for example, how the
supem and landlord have let the’ maintenance of the build—
ing progressiVely deteriorate over the years. In addition,
she nptes how people have-taken to congregating‘ and ;
| smokigg in the;hallways. Last of all, Z graphically
-j describeséthe injuries incurred by individuals in the .
building\k he outcome of violent acts)-as.mitnessed in
the hallway by others. J e, | |

P respo ds to Z's”sgatements in an incredulous‘manner
: and requests that she*Verify her claims (27, 29). 2
affirms the lidity of her statements (28,30) and
elaborates on'how this violénce has affected her mother;x
.she beings to\{urther illustrate.her point ( 31 ) when
P interjects and elicits further more detailed informa- .)
tion regarding the extremely violent,scene alluded to

269
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earlier (26). Iﬂ;so doing, P opens the. floor for 2
to provide a narrative account of the event, e
-2, in fact, responds with e narrative of vicarious

experience  in which she provides an evaluative account

. of the evénts which led up to that scene (32)u She pre-

sents the.following scenario: , -_ij~.
a) the setting of the event including who, What;"

g.

when, and where (a-d, 1-n);

b) the social circumstances surrounding the event

inciuding a description of the type of behavior
which generally characterlzed her mother and
.  others (g); aJPwell as, the presumed behavior |
\ (preceding the subse_quent event) of other pa-r—
ticipants (r,s);
¢) the ezgﬁt itselq, that.ie; what in fact her

mother saw (e, f, h-k, o-q, tLV);,

»

- 3) and finally, the evaluation of her mother (g)
- \ 3

the event'{&-y),_ahd ultimately, ‘the block
itself (34).

VA initially presents her mother s experience from the

263

perspective of the tﬁird person i.e., from her mother s

viewpoint (a-8). Yet a shift occurs when she describes

.whaﬁbher mo ther actually saw (t-x) YA dramatizes thlS by

290
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characterizing what occursias her own-persdnal_experiegce.
/ She does this by: -_ .-: |
a) shifting from 3rd to lst person perspective

_ rather thaq using indirect speech to. introduce

—

‘events, A o a S T ‘

\
A

b) shifting from the past to the present tense
using progressive aspect to-1ndicate not
only the co-occurrence of events, but -also
continuOus iterative acti0n17;
._c) and_finally, by hastening her rate of Speech. .
.fromha slower to.fasteeracé. |
The cnlminatiqn of her dramatic performance}8'is there-
~fore basedon her personaiization and evaluation of a
Vicarious'experﬁence.' | | |
Within the context of the‘oyerall interdction, this
narrative.serves as the final and most personally engaging '
-response-to P's initial inquiry ( 1, 3 ) aboug the.'
block. ‘Once her relationship with P is mo longer

constnained nor merely defined by the 11mitations of

the interv1ew situation (that is-—Pfsmbaekgreund_knnwl- | /

' edge of the community becomes sélf evident (5 17jy0 and
they interact én the sqlidary bases of their 1ngroup
membership rather than on their insider/outsider roles - f_.

_.as'intervigwee/er), Z progressively ‘discloses more >

about herself (15}ﬂL27, 2,26 ) , e.g., what she'perceives

2 , &
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to have contributed to the degeneration of the block;
" how this has affected her 1life , in particular through

the reality of her mother libino there, etc,

Throughout these turns at speaking,Z alludes to

an event ( 20, 26 ") which epitoniizes the v1olence

. she claims has nermeated not only. her mother s bullding

but the-eéntire block. When P asks that she disclose the |
» A S ’ '

details of this event (27,29,31 },she_vividly and .

elaborately does.so in her narratipn (32 ), The awesome

'

nature of the violence captured by this event is evident
in the repetition and juxtaoosition of her explicit

evaluative commentary @24v,x ) with that of her mother

( 32y ) within the narrative.lg That this story

"illustrates her initial point, i.e, that life has .gotten

[a)

worse on the block (" ;\% “ ), is made explicit in the

=

'coda of thHe narrative ( 3¢ | ) where Z affirms her
inltial evaluation. - ..

P, in thrn} shares her general evaluation (33, 35).
L) "~ "His shared background knowledge and shared eﬁaluation

satisfy the conditions defined by Wolfson (1976, 1978)-

for the performance of a narrative. - |
The relationship between P and Z has been dynamic,

and not. static, evolving as the speakers interacted

throughout. A1though P remains the interviewer and Z

,. . ' the interviewee,a change in 'footing'. (Goffman 1981)

272 |
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W

'haé.occﬁrred‘in_whicﬁ-tﬁeir‘relationship}is'no fonger

merely defined on that.basis, but rather overshadowed gf

. ) ) ) ‘ v
by other. social tiee (ingroup membership, shared

20

Background-knowledge ehéreg evaluation), This-

. . .

. qualicative change in the basis of their réelationship

experience in response t?.P.

culminates in the performance of narrative of personal

S

/
- ' ' I'I ‘

4.2.3 §pcia1 conéciouéneés and social practice

The thematlc developmpnt of this 1nteract10n is
prlmarlly structured by the questlonlng procedure used

by P to elicit exp11c1t 1nformation regarding the

_existlng quality of 11fe in E1 Barrio $ 1,3).

The result is a_discussion between P and Z of the impact

" of sociai change on the community. It is Z's contention

that life on the block has deterlorated 31gn1f1cantly

’

over the years ( - 4 ,v6, C ). She prov1des ;he following .

4

explanation to substantiate her position.

First'of'all, she maintains that social chaos

(loss of sociei control]violence) has permeated the

_communlty as a result of the removal of the local police

8’
v 0’ .
A

precinet ( 19 ). Once the police department was - no

L4

longerpthere to maintain law and order, '"then everybody

started partying".u.This event marked a significant

)turning point for the .conmunity with regard to its

~

»




- - R 267
‘perception about safety on the block.
For Z, authoritarian rul® deriving from external

social controld such as the police are necessary to -

regulate social behavior on the block. Thé community

is unable to practice self-control nor to hold its-

Te

- members responsible ‘for the harmful and violent acts

3>

imposed on others Consequently, ind1v1dually, as well.
7

as collectively, the community is perceived as powerless

. . . : . . L, vk
.in containing the groW1ng viqglence emerging within it.

-
4

'Z maintains ‘that the traditional valueés of mutual °

respect and consideration have begun .to degenerate

+ '

These are -the values which in the past helped. to def1ne f-i;

a sense of community and collective respons1b111ty

-

dmong the ?uerto-Rican community. She’ accuses the youth

-

for being the culprits of this disintegratiOn of ; L

community bonds as well as contributors to the growing AT

L]

e violence in the neighborhood (JL“~'26 By _ ) .
. o This has had. a tremendous impact on the_lives of \ o ";
the elders.of.the community, and 'in particular.on'her~ - @P!
'mother ( 20,:26, 39, 32y Mothers and elders play key
roles in*Puigto Rican family life and are accorded the
'utmqstLrespectl Without this respect for one another,
the path is left open for elders_and women in the
community to he victims of vio&ence.' Her story, there-. -

¢

-
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JR 7 fore ‘exemplifies this violence and its effect on her

- q B T w

“-'59' mother s life.

) , Agéin lack of respeto come3vto the fore as
-_@ﬁ;' i particularly s1gg§ficant in Z's negative muduation of
e community lrfe 1n New York Earlier she’ emphasized the

M

presence/absence of respeto in relationships among men

i %

g an women " In that context . men posed a threat to the
resbect due women in 1nteraction In this dlscussion,

the focus of - comparison 1s°bétween the’youth and elders
of the commnnity. According to'Z,-the.elders‘(whether
.n.@ale/female) are the presérvers of the”communitj's
Jxaditional valyes. «They are“respectful and mindful

of others safe to'pe.around and pdse no threat to . v
__her sense of well- eing as a woman (€.g. as illustratéd

4, -~

'Qearlier by\the nice old man 1n the bar and here by her ide-

:ELIH-A alization of the block dgring her earller y when
-'“’bev _
T 10" que- ya veia eran - vf;jitos (20) The yo th \hix
. men of-the Eommunity, howeverawa?e perceived agd potkn-

.-, 8y

°

‘tial threats to. those community vayRes of respeto/confianza.
which pmptect theuxights of w men “and elders to exist un-
3§rmed Z concludes that it -1 this lack of respect for

[

ongkeiéﬁhnd ‘others which leads to the general deterionationn

of living COndltions in El Barrio (lO 20,26, 30, 32) ST
o ?.\Q »' 'i.’ ' . ; | .’ o »
' . L M. e -

. '_.;'4, ‘n ‘_”;. . » . .- .0' . .
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5.0 Conclusions o | o e

)

fn.the preceding discussion, an effdrt was made to
o - examind‘how two speakers, P and Z, .negotiated their
relationship in‘two distinct social encounters. -Although

'ﬁi _ these segments of speech were part of a recorded inﬂer-

" ' -
i .

view, we were able to explore how She structural constraints

on speaking 1mposed by the interview framework (e. g

a

L4

question and'answer format 1mpersonal characterization

of interaction topic development initiated bi interv1ewer

[} A

y . etc.(Wolfson l976), were weakened in 1nteraction.’ Rather

[ - 2

than being determinant, these constraints were relaxed .

a

W

«  1in P and Z's discussions as they mediated towafds a more
open ended (i. e., with Z helping to direct the conversations

as well as P) and personal- stance ’ R - . N
d

J' \ -*Wolfson (l976 l978) has state at §ocial factors

such as shared ethnic group membership contribute to.the

»: . B developmént of more: intimate~(shared‘background/evaluation)

f'{ - _t relationships w1thin the.interview setting Wthh contributeﬂ o
a . = to nar.r%tive performance in ﬁ\is context n I maintain |
P ,' i thatvth;vdeveldpment,of a solidary peer relationshio

L . within'anqdnterview s not based on, such external social

facto:s alone What I havé.tried to illustrate in this -« ..

'A . -

SR ' study is ‘how at. the 1evel of gocial interaction, indi’
" “‘ ' . *Vi,duals (everﬂ those who " share ingroup membership) nego-
'.,\tiata the basiﬁ‘of their relationship in every social ‘
s ] .. «“ ' é - . . d . »
, ' . - "‘ " - *.":""”"_':ﬁ‘ . ." .
. ° . e . . v e . .
A o R S . & , -
» ' . L..l_ 2 '76 . .A"“.:_ . "
N . X A /
X X o LN ;
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- encounter. . :
) : s
" The nature of the social relationship between
speakers is never static or categorical and censequently,
should not be assumed merely on the ‘basis of the social == — ... _
roles (e.g. interviewer/ee, clasg ethnic groups, -sex,
etc. ) ascribed to ind1v1dua1 speakers or on thE charac-
terﬂzatlon of a partlcula? social situatlon (e g.
i1nterview/non—1nterview- formal/ 1nforma1) as has been
the case within the traditionaﬂ quantitatlve soc1o¢fn-
gulSth paradigm (Labov 1972a, 1972b, Wolfson 1976, 1978).
. The social thearetical approach from which these studies
depart views - g//’—\" B _ o
‘ : | societies a$: ''essentially static, moral S
g corporations whose members' behavior is
“ ) explicable in terms of, 'if not determined -
by, jural rules. -The behavior of persons
. is -explained  in terms of their roles, that
- ) ) is, the rights and duties devolving upon them
- f - as a result of the formal positions they - i
- occupy in varloue institutions. ”:21 .
Consequently, thg role of human agency invqlved (Goffman
O ) 1959 1974) in the mutual ¢reation by speakers of a social
| c0ntext p which to'share experience and ité effect on lan-

guage (in_ this case oral narration) needs to be further

explpred in sociolinguistic research a field concerned with -

!

the study Of 13“83383 use ‘in social context. From this *

perspective, I maintain that the social roles 22 assumed

{ byﬁindividuals'in,Lnteractiqn,-whether formal or informal,

. . . . '




A . an
can be multiplé in number and contfadictory in purpose v
wi;hin the samé'context. As a result, the relationships

"éstablished in any_social context need to be discdvered,

+ rather than merely.aésumed 6n the bésis of externél_

. socilal categories.

This study has been an initial attempt to intyoduce
a social interaétionist perspective‘(Goffman 1959, 1974; 1981
Gumperz 1982) to the study of oral narration in conversa-

.23 : '
tion. My concern has been to "reintroduce the concept

5 !of man as an interacting social being capable of manipu-

N 24
lating others as well as being manipulated by them" into
. ._.- : N E .
an analysis of the social function narrative in interaction,

An effort has been made to situate in the "foreground of

. ' v
social (linguistic) analysis the notion of internal’ pro-

cesses and.the inherent dynamics in relations between in-
' 25 . . ' .
terdependent human beings." In this view, social struc-

ture is conceived of" as dynamic:
Relationships are continually subject to
negotiation between members (Suttles 1970;
Fine 1980z). These negotiations, central

: to symbolic interactionalist analyses of

¢ . social life, produce changes in. the social

structure of a group, or its negotiated
order (Strauss et al. 1963; see also Strauss
1978) .. .Relationships, then, ‘change ovér time
in the meanings people assign them... :
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of particular concern was the examination of

‘how the evolvmng social relationshig negotiated be-
ltween speakers in each 1nteraction 4 _affected 1) the
thematic development of. the e*suing discussion and
\\\‘“~2) the degree of personal disclbsure through the
sharing of personal experience narratives. In both
situations examined, a qualitative change occurred
in the overriding interviewer/ee role relationship. As
a result, Z assumed. a‘definitive role in determining the
general thematic developmept of each 1nteraction In
addition, in both instances the thematic progression
moved from beingggeneralized without explicit detail
\or expianation towards a more persona; account. exem-
plified by Z's 1ntroduction of narratives of personal

B 29 .
“ﬁi experience into each interaction

‘- R -

TY\ Although each narr&tive has a~diat1nct structural

. .characterisﬁiCnAthe first being an _ccount of past ‘habi-"

thay both serve to disclose her: perqeptiOns of herself and

H;ffvthé Puerto Rican oommunity at large The basis for

lthé\harrative and a past sequ&nce of events (Lahov 1972b)
but rather in‘situating théir evaluative -content and -

L

effect in intewaction. My concern has been with examining

P

"-;fﬁual action and the second of a- specrfic event in the past--

- .4"'._ P \ . ',\ Y .

C
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what these stories have to say about the way Z experl—
_ences reality through her presentatlon of self in 1nter~
action and how they help to eqrroborate her perceived
: positionfng’in society. eQ\\‘

-h I have focused npon the analysis of social (rather
than structural or referential) functidn of narxative
'performance in interaction. This has been of particu-
'lar importance since '(a)s a comparative, cross cultural
approach performance theory is- less concerned w1th
the hlstorlcal and contemporary goals and meanings of
a performance in a partlcular situation. 1 30 than
with the characterizatlon of the structural features
:_and relatlons appropriate to each. "In an effort to
understand this broader social functfon of narrative in i
1nteraction, I asked myself the following questions about .
the data: |

.what are the human purposes and needs
served by these performances? In addition,
to the aesthetic satisfaction of performance
itself--of an expressive job dgnL well-- - |
what are-the other culture-<an situation-- ’
"spec¢ific desirable ends of performance? 31
. An effort was made)to examine and interpret the develop-
- ment -and social 81gn1ficance of each narratlon within
the context of each’ social interaction These narra- °
tives, enveloped and situated as they are in the evolv1ng'

thematic development of each interaction, reflect Z' s

'ideblogical understanding of herself and her culfural

reality. According to Jameson (1981):

Ay . ‘,'-.
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.1deology is not somethlng which 1nforms

Ocn:invests symbollc production; rather the

.aesthetic act is itself ideological, and

the production of aesthetic or narrative form

isito 'be seen as an ideological act in its own

rlght with the functmonlng of 1nvent1ng

imaginary ar fo solgElons to unresolvable

social contradlctlons

E4ch narrative, therefore, situated in context pro-
vides an interpretive frame (Goffman 1974, Gumperz 1982)
within which to comprehend Z's social.worid.. Upon” closer

exmination of both interactions, it appears that Z's

primary concern is with the bteakdown of_two traditional

Puerto Rican values (respeto/confianza) within the community.

This is discerned from her characterizations of the men
) .

and youth of the community to whom she .attributes this

change. From her_perépective, there has been a general de-

..

terioration of a cohesive sense of community in which mutual
reppect and high regard for women and elders is the norm. \
To account for this chanpge, Z provides the following"so—'

lutions" (in Jameson's terms) for the unresolvable social

contradictions in her life. )

She interprets the social changes ovcurring within

the Puerto Rican community. from a static, thistorical,

and homogenous conceptualization of Puerto’ Rican society *f
. . |
and culture. Z romanticizes conditions-'and behavioral

. norms of the past (e.g. in the past, conditions were - /

better in the community because it consisted primarily,’

' ]
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i’ of elders who sustained a traditional value system).

o9 - |
L At the same time, ‘she d1sregards the social and -

* hjstorical factors (e. g. migratlon politlcal and eco-

-

nomic re1atlonsh1p of, Euerto Ricans to the larger U, S

§ " soclety, unemployment discrimination, etc.) which .

b

have affected the cultural and social.life*(e.g. value
system, family structure, tommunity.structure and
relationship to other'ethnic groups, language use, etc;)_
of the community over time. N AR

Consequently, for Z: the locus of social and cultural
change'is the individual. Indlviduals become the foeus
of cultural continuity or d1scont1nu1ty of the community,

She dichotomizes the actions and behav1or of men and

|
1

youth of the community (the 1nstigators of social change)
.w1th that of the women and e1d¢rs (the bearers of tradition).
Z makes efforts to 11ve up. to a tradltlonal 1dea1
(e.g. promote an image of a 'nice', 'respectable’ Pu\rto
Rican woman" despite the contradictions which arise in
her personaf life'to'make this difficult (e.g. tHe need to
have to support herself economically and to find work out
of the mainstream of soc1ety, ‘given the 11mitatlons of
"~ welfare. and the fact that she’ does not have the tradltionally
| expected male provider in her household) Z excludes from
her presentation the role of women as active agents of social

change in the community despite her role as a single mother,

~ 'head of.hoabehold, and occasional worker. She projects an
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- 1lmage of women as victims of the community who ,no longer

re9pected arid protected by their youth or men, are sub-

jected to-acts of v1olence and indignity. Finally, given

" a community wh1ch she perceives as being out of: social

control and as powerless in regulating itself” Z finds

RS

solace in leaving El Barrio to 11ve and work yeb sustains
u\*—"

. her' ties with the nexghborhood ‘given her motﬁer s presence

~ .3.’.

" there. . .. vl o

x

Through this'interpretive anaiysis of the thematic
and narrative development of these two interactions, it
ngs beeh,@?Iaim to illuminate those social/cultural .
issues wnich; from the persoective of a particular Puerto’

Rican woman, are meaningful in her life, The complex

~and contradictory manner 1n wh1ch she presents herself

and her life experiences to ‘others points to the need to

' Juxtapose what people?say with what they do so that the

contradictions in their lives . are illuminated and con- .

sidered in one's interpretation of their social behavior.

This analysis.illnstrates the discrepancies which can
exist bétween individual social consciousness and actual
behavior This is of paruicular 1mportance when examining

stories in social interaction for it show5'the need to -

-

contextualize narrative performance in order to under-

stand .the social significadce conveyed, When analyzed

[N o
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P
s

in interactlon narratives can h%}p to uncover the soc1a1

J

frame of understanding which characterlzes community
consciousness among individual members,

This study has attempted to situate narrative ana-
iys}s within socfal interaction and to begin to explore
its social function énd'meening Within a broader social
framework than thattprovided in traditional quantitative

.sociollngulstlcs studies- of narratlve My hope is that
the material presented here has prov1ded food for thought

and will stimulate further.research developmehts in this area.
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1The author is currently working on a dissertation in
linguistics. at the University of Pennsylvania entitled
Narrative Performance in Conversational Interaction
Social Function and Social Meaning.

2

See Z's responses to the following questions of the
. Language Attitude Survey Questionnaire (LPTF 1977):

! 58.b , 58.e
59.a '
.72.1, 72.2, 74
82,88
90.-1, 90.2, 96, 97, 98 '
112, 113, 115, 116 : - .-

3rhe adverbial even in this sentence notes the contri-

bution of additive information to what is already known
about bars. See Quirk and Greenbaum (1978:211, 212)
. for further discussion of additive adjuncts in sentences.

4

Accordlng to Pedraza (personal communlcatlon), Z had
moved to New Jersey during that time following her
break up with the father of her children.

One's monthly ailotment on welfare is minimhl, This
does not allow for one to have enough money! left over
to save for any major purchase, Welfare,even if they
wanted to in fact, does not allow recipients to save-
their money nor to hold a Yob, Consequently, Z took

a job temporarily off the books to, take care -aof buylng
her furniture.

6 : | .
Using the Language Attltude Survey Quesionnaire (LPTF
1977), each sister was asked the fOllOWlng questlons

#10. Do you .get a chance to read the
newspaper7 Which? :

#11. Do you evér read an§zgzeg'else?'

£

What? ‘
;Z It is frequently sald 'Hay que darse a
I . respetar. antes de ser respetado alternatlvely,
i L4

'El que no se da a respetar, 1o respetan' -
one must evidence proper demeanor,'show
oneself worthy of being respected hefore
anothey will defer to him; he who shows no

285
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respect will not;réceive it.
_ ST (Lauria 1964:3)

g ¢ .
Lauria (1964: 2,7)

9 .»

The definition of: story (referring to personal narrative)
used in this context includes more than Labov's 1972b
characterization of narrative. In Labov's definition

-oral narratives of personal experience refer to the
recapitulation of a past (punctual) sequence of events,
According to Labov (1972b:360) : '

Narrative,. then, is only one way of
. recapitulating this past experiemce:
the clauses-are'characteristically
-ordered in temporal sequerice; if .
narrative clauses are reversed; the

inferred temporal sequence of the
original semantic interpretation is
altered.. ' '

In this study we include narratives of personal experience
.. which, structured from the point of view of the speaker,

recapitulate a sequence of past events which may be

both of a habitual or punectual nature and considered to

be of social significanct (have evaluative import) to the

speaker. ‘;;) .
- The story referred to here alludes to the retelling
of a series of .habitual actions in the past which Z
recounts in discyssing her work experience. Since she
raises and introduces the story herself (without P's . '
elicitation), it may be considered to be" from her perspective.
a reportable (i.e. worth re-telling) sequence of events
of social signific¢ance to her. . _ . \\
/ For further discussion of the structural, tempbral.
-and evaluative characteristics of oral nargatives,see Labov
1972b; Goffman 1974; Wolfson 1976, 1978; Schiffren, 1978;
Polanyi 1979; Rosaldo 1982, o :

10 ' : . : .
Z has moved several times in the period that Pedro has
known her. She hds moved from El Barrio - New Jersey. -
% El Barrio <+ Bronx » New Jersey.
o : M
11 . . ' S
' The blogk being #éferfed to is 1?bated in East Harlem, _

e
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_ See Wolfson (1976) for a discussion of the 1nterV1ew.as
a speech event with rules for comportment which sustain
a limlted hierarchlcal relationship- between 1nterv1ewer/ee

13 | ~ o
This shift in the relatlonshlp between Pedro and Zoralda
may be characterized as a change in 'footing'. ‘According
to Goffman (1981:128); .

A change ih footing 1mp11es a change

in the alignment we take up to ourselves

and the others present as expressed in the

way we managé the production. or reception

of an utterance. A change in footing is
, inother way of talklng -about 'a' change in our

rame for events. .participants over '

-"the course .of their speaklng constantly changeqb ‘\\\

~ their footing, these .changes being a persntent

feature of natural talk. ¢,

14 .
Z was not the only person who saw. the removal of the
precinct as a general turning point for ‘the worse on"
the block. Many other residepts shared her feelings,

(Personal communlcatlon w1th Pedro Pedraza and A11c1a
Pousada), .

15 - ' A
By 'unevaluated' we are referring to the fact that Z
fails to prov1de an explicit explanation of the basis
of her dislike of the people on the block.
’.
16 - ' o . .
Narratives of vicarious experience refer to the re-
telling of non-first person (third person) accounts
by a speaker. Labov (1972b: 367) states that vicarious
experiehce narratives: .
begin in the middle of things without
#ny orientation section; pronominal reference
isgin many ways ambigUOus and obscure
Eﬂ;oughout "and"..,. 1mne of the remarkable
events that occur is evaluated.

17 - | ; S
“By continuous iterative action is meant the occurrence
of a series of consecutive events, rather than of a - .~ .#
singular event, over an extended perlod of time, The ¢
nature of the events (coming down the stairs, the ’

r{

P}
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R

~ dripping of blood, sustained yelling) is such that
they would terminate e ntually rather than continue
on continuously as haBitual acts, See Labov(}972b: i
.387) for further discussion. S .

.-. : 18 ] . - L ) -
According to Wolfson (1978:216) :

. ~

"The function of narrative performance
is to structure the experience from the
point of view of the speaker and to dramatize
it. We can give an operational definition
of performed stories based on certain structural
features which are gcommon to all. The number
of performance featu¥es pPresent in any one
: story and the amount with which each is

R ' used will determine the degree to which

' the story may be said to be performed. .
We do not expect to find everyone of these '
features present in any one story, but
rather we find that at least some: of them
are present in all: (1) Direct Speech,
(2) Asides, (3) Repetition, (4) Expressive.
sounds, (5) Sound Effects, (6) Motions and
gestutres. - - L : ' -

L4

. 19 - ~ : ‘ _
This discussion makes reference to the structural s
components - characterized by Labov & Waletsky (1967) and
Labov (1972b) for extended narratives which include: :
v -~ 1) Abstract: A general' statement of the proposition
the narrative will ‘exemplify located at fhe beginning
of the narrative, ' y o
2) Orientation: Those descriptive clauses which refer
to time, place, persons, and behavior and
contextualize the narrative sequence.
 3) Complicating action: A verbal sequence of clauses
(narrative) which correspond to a past-sequence

of events, _ ]
) 4) Evaluation: Non-narrative clauses which indicate
“  the point of view of the narrator. - _ E
5) Resolution: Narrative clauses which conclude a ' .
sequence of events, - -
 6) Coda: non-narrative clauses which bridge the end .
R of ‘the narrative with. the moment of speaking. -\
. . : \
20

See Wolfson’(1978).for a discussion of the relationship :
between interviewer/ee with shared ethnic identity/

background knowledge and narrative performance in the :
Interview setting. : ¢ T R

: ) : "y s ' .o L g
. _ . . L ) o 288 ‘\ - o
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- ~ T |
a2 |
\ - | Boigseva;n_(1973:vii.) | - i
- 2 < / I -

By roles we refer to rggularly enacted modes of
t

behavior associateddwit® a social position and defined
through sharéd expectations. 7

 ~;/ ’fl ‘ .
: : . ' AN
L. a

; ¥ . ¢y : . , - ‘
N . !
’ . L ) 4
. ’ N R » . - ) . '
I . .' 23 . ‘ = — [y
We 'define conversation as '"the everyday situation™ in
whidh two or more people address each other for a period
3 of time, communicating something about themselves and

&\\\ their ‘experience in the process.'" (Labov and Fanshel
- 1977:1) ' e

24 -
.o . ‘Boissevain (1973: "vii)

\.

< -}1:_ ' 95 o |
¢« g Boissevain (1973:viii$
! 26 | \ |

Fine and Kleinman (1983:100).
C ‘ \
) 27 A)
- "Relationships, provide individuals with opportunities
for exercising power or control over their environment., . .
By looking at relationships as areas for the achievement
" ! of social ends, interactionists cdn e%amine the inter-

. _ actional components of power and the mobilization of -
o . . resources."'" (Fine and Kleinman 1983:106).
: L

28 ' B
. In the first interaction, given the non-hierarchical

relationshilp established, Z was more freely able to re-
direct P's questioning procedures by introducing and
. \ _ :

\ A‘.' _ | ' '2539
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developing a new topic for discussion (work as a
barmaid in Newark). In the second, Z's recognition ' .
of P's shared background knowledge about the community
and consequent solidary relationship to it (i,e. his "
challenge to. her statements about the community re- -
flected that his.observations were from the perspective
of an insider 'vs a temporary outside observer e.g.
research ‘investigator) contribute to the development.
of a more personal relationship between them even
within a more structured (question-answer fromat)
interview setting, ' '

. 291n the first interaction, Z.introduces (without
EN ' elicitation) the story about the dog in the bar as
_ ' illustrative of the contrast between New York and
1 . New Jersey bars, . In the second, she- lays the ground-
work for discussion of violence in her mother's building:
This functions as a preface (Sacks 1974) i,e. an offer
or request to tell a story) to whicg P responds with
o

an elicitation for greater elaborat According - /
~ 7 . to Goodwin (1978:373); ' ’

These responses to the preface request
't . that the events described in the -prior
: utterance be elaborated upom and thus - -
indicate or grant permission for .talk . o
about the-topic raised. They ask "Why?"
"What happened?" and 'For what?" 1

Z responds to P's request with a narrative characterizin
her mother's experience.

30 - '
" Limén (1983:205)
. w&

- 31, -
Limén (1983:206) )

32

| o
Jameson (1981:79) _ ( .
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. _From this perspective, a traditional value system (e.g.

/ _ 284 .

. - 1

33

Puerto Rican) is juxtaposed to a nqn-traditional value
system e.g, U.S.) im, which each is assumed to be in a ‘state
of homeostasis. (ontradictioms in expected 'norms'of beha-
vior' get resplyed by being categorically associated with
particular subgrolips . of the community, Consequently, the
conflicting heterogeneous behavior Qf individual members:-
the result of their .material social, historical, and eco-
nomic reality-%become sybsumed within“a conglomerate of ‘
normative and homogereous idedls which no longer have a
‘material base in contemporary social relations (e.g. tra-
.ditional 'norms of behavior', Spanish=Puerto Rican identity;
English=U.S.) and may be used 'to exclude people from authen-
1t_ic in-group membership (e.g. Puerto Rican vs. American).-

‘s

N,
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. POQLITICAL DIMENSIONS OF DISCOURSE: CONSCIOUSNESS AND LITERACY

N - 296

IN A PUERTO RICAN NEIGHBORHOOD lN EAST HARLEM

\ . B
3 .

e ° ‘Adrian T. Bennett-and Pedro Pedraza ' ’ ' B v

t
N 1 4

In/a recent report .on the American high school, Ernest Boyer

(1983) suggests that - o A - .}
¢ A
Clear writing leads to clear thinking, clear thinklng ' \
is the basis of clear writing. Perhaps more than any -
other’form of communication, writing holds us responsi-

“« .. 'ble for our words and ultimately makes us more thought—

ful human beings i . ~

_TE is not _uncommon’ for suah genera1 surveys of. education to
: »
gpresent the connection»between 11teracy and thinking as relatively

_direct, even to “the p01nt of. assuming that good writing produces o

]

y
.critical awareness (e.g., Adler 1982, Illich 1971, National =

Comm13310n 1983) ThlS view might be considered part of .a"

*
prevalent ideology in U Sk soclety, one that began to take shape

1n the last three‘decades of the nineteenth century, as Heath' s

(1981) survey of grammar and composition texts of the period

'indicates, A _ B ". \

The gtrong implication was that those who wrote and criti-
cized well had more intelligence, morality, and industry
- than did their fellow students. A class consciousness was
.rdeveloping on the basis of the language used and the stand-
X -ards of ymitlng perpetuated in the classroom. :

_'Nevertheless ‘Tecent research on literacy in anthropology,

”linguistics cognitive psychology, history and other fields seems.

to validate the claim that writing and ‘thinking are cauSally

related. Many scholars have argued that literacy in western

- 1
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industrial societies ‘has played an important role in facilitating
the development of . modern forms of. cOnsciousness soc1al be-
havior ‘and cultural life which contrast with those found in
oral traditions and in most other literate traditions (Havelock
1963 Goody and Watt 1968, Ong 1977). In western literate
.societies so the argument goes, knowledge can be treated as 1f L S
it were. 1ndependent of those who produce and use it. Because | -
knowladge . can be rather Precisely recorded in written form, it

©

~ which can be examined-critically according o value free pr1nc1ples

can be treated as sets of self-contained odicepts.or propositions
of logic which operate independently of specificg soc1al contexts
Statements Judged valid according 50 such criteria can then pass

”

into the growing sdock of recorded knowledge. . K ' L]
The technologies of writing and print (and now of computer

“literacies"), according to this view, have produced societies

vastly dlfﬁerent from more ''traditional" societies, such\ as. the

Atribal and agrarian societies which were on the oeripheries of

expanding western empires For example education moved away

from such personally 1nvolving relationships as master and

*
neophyte or equally powerful ritual experiences such as puberty

* rites where what is learned is/carefully integrated with the \ B
very being of the 1earner This i8 replaced with a "separation
\gf/fh;‘knower from the known," and an "autonomous, self—goyerning
' personality" is constructed, ;Eymbolized as the power to think,

to calculate, to cogitate, and to know,' in t!tal distinction from

the eapacity to see, to hear, and to feel" (Havelock 1963). The

304
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‘job of education, certain}y'in modern’ times, becomes the trans-

gdssidn of a'body of objective knowledge by first teaching the

ybung the "basics' of literacy, then guiding them through the

appropriate written texts which contain that knowledge, and .
: B * . ' ' - - ]
finaily—*for an elite few at least--encouraging the development
of critical (text-analytical) skills. .

As literacy spread,in hesteyn societies, new forms of oral

o

- communication influencéh‘bx Fiteracy evolved which also affected |

"education. As Cook-Gumperz and Gumpefz’(1981)_suggest;‘

With the growth of mass communication and the increasing
need for communicating with individuals who differ in
culture and home background, culturally peutral styles
of speaking have évolved for use in instructien giving,-
public lectures, broadcasting and classroom lectures .
and similar instrumental tasks. These oral styles have
taken on many of the characteristics of .. modern written
descriptive prose and have thus become distinct from the

home languages. '

Formal education ih wesfern societies thus involves a graduail .
inéﬁléation_of such "cﬁltufally neutral styles' along with the
:criteria-bf truth,,clariéy.and impersonal Q;Cial-relations which
g0 Qith developing ékills in what Scribner and Cole (1978) have
dubbéd‘"essqyi§t literacy." Much of the‘sbcigl science research
on lite;aéy, which:hQS grqwn/prodigiously in.the last ten years,
.haé.conCerned\itself with describing differences between "home"

r
and "school" cultures. Recognizing that learning to read and

v

write involve aéquiriﬁg new communicatiﬁe‘skills, Cook-Gumperz f

 and Gumperz (1981) suggest that

The transition fépm the child's culture at home...where the
child has learnt.to make sense and achieve social actions
within his/her own communicative system, ‘requires a change
of communicative understanding for all children,..
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Anthropolbgical rgsearch has shown that oral styles), ‘asiwell

- as the ‘uses; forms and functions of literacy, can vary socially = .

. and culturally (v. for example GumperE and Hymes l972 Bauman

and Sherzer: l974 Blount and Sanches 1975, Goody 1968, Whiteman
1981). :

It has bheen argued that for certain sociai\groups such |
dlfférences can clash with the demands of schoollng For example
" Heath (l983) found cons1derab1e var1atlon in the forms and uses
\f 11teracy in a ten-year study of three Carolind Pledmont

communlties VMaintowners,' cons1sting largely of mlddle classf

.white professionals had high skills in eSSaylst llteracy The o
I 4

-working- class whites of ”Roadv1lle” valued llteracy skllls highly,
yet they did not use the written word very much for communlcative : z‘
purpoges more complicated than shopp1ng 118t8 telephone messages
or readlng storybogks to very young children. The worklng class
Blacks of Tracton did not place the same high value o essaylst
11teracy skills as their wh1te counterparts in the other two.
communitles, and’ they dlsapprc)ved of those who consumed pr1nt in
isolatlon from others On the other hand, they often used

written materials--ietters, recipes,_directions for.operating and

repairing appliances, etc.--as a basis for interpersonal, oral

interaction

Heath suggests that these differgnces help account for
differential school success of children from the three communities

Mdintown children are comparatively sugsessful Roadville children

start out well, but begin to lag in the intermediate grades, and

- 306
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Trac;on Black'chlldren tend to do poorly from the beginning
Heath argues that these differences are accounted for by diff-
erent communicative patterns revolvyﬁglaround the uses of -
literacy - In partltular Roadv1lle children have been carefully
‘instructed by'parents in skills that are emphas1zed in the first
few.gradesi:namlng things, and providing fac al 1nformation in
_response to questions Tracton children,:- on the other hand '
have fa1rly well- developed SklllS in comparing, analyzing, and
making 1nferences from limited sources of- information, but JAre
not given a chance to use these skills until~ the middle grades.
The emphasis on minutiae.and on pxov1drng factual responses in
early literacy training in the early grades ‘turn th m- of £ from'
1formal 1nstruction¢ On the o:ﬁ:r-hand,-Roadville_children findrl
it difficult to makefthe transition from these 'basic" skills
f to the more¢3sophist1cated” inferential skills called upon in
_' the later fgrades .. | - |
- Heath, and others who have focused os descriptions of
cultural and communicative differences between the school and

€

home communities (e g., ‘Scollon and Scollon 1981, Michaels
l982) sUggest that educators need to be aware of such differ- 4
ences in de31gning curricula and in developing classroom |
practices that can mediate between the ‘expectations children
form at home and the demands of schooling.A
In carrying out'research on the discourse of Puerto Ricans

in East Harlem, New York, we expected to uncover communicative

patterns that might be sources of conflict in schooling and that

. 30y
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"ing and other doncerns were surveyed

Ath1rty block area oh ti'fupper east side of Manhattan

Puerto R1can)
' ‘HlSpanlcS in the city

'hlgh unemp Joyment rate of about ZSA :

-dying out or being "taken over' or 'corr

could help account for a dropout-rate of 80% by grade 12 (Aspira;

1983). Our previous work in this community, known as "El Barrie"

« L S

among residents, 1nvolved several years-of study andjincluded

ethnographic observations, attitude surveys and soc1011ngulst1c

studles (° LPTF 1983)

residents in a one- block area were dellneated members'

Communicative networks of the-

1nter-

" actions in a variety of formal and informal situations were

- | ©

‘obServed and taped attitudes towagﬂ;language, ethni01ty5 school—t

-

and SOClOllngulSth studies

. -

of c?deswntching and other 11nguistic varlables were conducted

The community dates back to the 1920s and extends oveér a

4

There

about 180 000 re31dents of whlch over half are Hispanic (mostly
while most of’ the remalnder are Black. E1 Barrio

is an’ 1mportant cultural and political center for the 1 400 000

v

"It is a v1ab1e community, both culturally

and 11ngulstica11y, despite exten31ve poverty and a con31stent1y

Puerto Ricans value their

‘ethmic ident)ty highly and have high asolrations for their ch11d-

ren's educatlon '
Language USE\lS highly variable involving Spanishi English

and codeswitchlng, but there is no evidence that Spariish is

ted" by English. .

It has been maintained, notably by Fishman (1971) that b11ingua1

situations are unstable when sgparation of the two languages

into separate domains of usage--such as home vs. public settings-«-

v
o
P

P . : ' ‘ - *
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is.not maintaimed: \
_ : ! : p)

Without -separate though complementary norms and values l

*© to establish and maintain functional separation of -thke
. Speech varieties, that language or variety’ ich is
* | fortunate .enough to be associated with the predominant .
drift of social forces tends to displace the other:
(Fishman 1971) L ' - ‘

\ L

B . ) N .. "_' . .
Yet we found"thap many dpeakers use both languages for all o

¢ .‘-’ . . ’
_'typeg of communication: ‘ . I_

It is even the case that f‘% many the simultaneous use
of both languages'.in. the same ‘discourse setting, ¢onyer -
‘’sation, and utterance is not unusual. In fact, it.may;¥e
\ " ' the most appropriate type of speech behavior a member. b
: the community can.exhibit in very informal public settings...
.- It is obvious to us, therefore, that the lack of functional
compartmentalization of the languages of a bilingual
..comhunity can coexist with language maintenance. 1In fact,
Jlédnguagewehift (in terms of changing relative proficiency)
~ and language maintenance are found together in this Puert

- Rican neighborhood...but no diglossia. (Pedraza and
- Attinasi 1980). -

Thus, it was evident from our studies that language, and other -
L. A ' - ] . '.. . Y .

cultural practices could not be explained either in terms ,of

individual psychology, but rather must be ”unﬁerstpod as a .

* ~reflectionlof the so¢ial history and conditidns_of the community"
* (LPTF 1980),' and as /the community’'s response to that histofy.and

those conditions, | 2 | -
‘This 'work has given direction to our current research on

the communicative patterns of Puerto Ricans in El Barrio. But

in addition to communicative patterns we have become increasingly

“interested in the relationship petween these .patterns and con-
. ¢ . s

sciousness. :We .are exploring ways of understanding language

\

use as communicative practices which Puerto Ricans have evolved

.. }in responseqto changing social, political and economic conditions.

~ 1@

.




Puerto Rican ways of speaking may well pattern differently than
"school language ' yet viewing them as practiceshconstructed
*in response to historical forces might provide better insight.

into such chronic and perva51ve social problems as school

failure. From this perspective, an understanding oflPuerto~
-Ricans"own_understdndings of-historical.conditions might well
be critical .- ' o .5‘ - | S | . ;
. We did in fact find 1nterest1ng features oflPuerto Rican
communicative patterns whlch seem’to reflect different standards .
.of reasoning énd truth and which reflect other forms of soq%al
o relationships than those fostered by the pedagogy of - essayist
literacy in ‘the schools. But having found such dlfferences, we
were not sure of how to inteépret*them. We were unconvincedu
of the adequacy of the cultural and communicative differences .
theory of school: failure and of other forms of -social onpres%1on

-

To illustrate why we drew these conclusions and at the same

.

time to exemplify our approach to discourse ana1y51s as it has
’

' evolved to this point, we discuss a brief segment of tavpe .
rrecorded conversation. 1nvolving three male residents, one a
. researcher, engaged in casual talk as they sit on a stoop
. o watching the street scene. The appended'transcript (translated-
from Spanish into English) contains certain interesting diff- o.
erences.in_the'talk of two of the men, "Edmundo' and "Carlos,"
relating to essayist literacy. We will‘indicateﬁsome differenees
in their communicative patterns as revealéd by preliminary N !
o analysis, then discuss the 1imits~of Ehat analysis, and finally//i

4

3io .




TN S 304

4 attempt a reagalys1s that raises questions about the conscious-

~

ness of Edmundo and Carlos by cons1der1ng thelr discourse as

practlces that respond to historical condltlons

We focus flrst on Edmundo s and Carlos' argument styles
They can be seen countering one another s v1ewp01nts in turns
~7 -19 and 35- 44vover two focal issues: (1) What makes a_person

worth something, and (2) How are mothers Ug be defined or-

-~
categorized. ' / T ;'m
- } ; _ :

-

. "~

'Their methods of argument differ. Carlos repeatedly uses

-,

| dichos ("sayings") which have symbolic 1mp11cations With-

:Raymond W1111ams (1977) we migh& call thlS strategy a "tultural

)

residue,"

as it makes reference to a bygone era when Puerto

ARICO was pr1mar11y an\agrarian sofzety, and uses a communicative(
strategy associated w1th that society. An example is turn 36

. where he says, '“Even the yautia plant loves her children " to
support his p01nt that- mothers have a spec1a1 relatlonshlp to.
their . children grounded 1n nature Therefore,Ait can be taken.

" .for granted that when he says "Damn all women," (T.28) he does
~not intend to incluﬂe'mothers Again, Carlos often 1dent1f1es
himself with aspects of the natural world. Fogmexample in &

n

turn 19mhe c&mpares himself to the morivivi plant of Puerto

\

Rico whlch when touched droops and seems to d1e but gradually

'.revives itself: "I alwaysﬁlive 1ike the mor1v1w1 " -Carlos uses

symbolic expressions like this to make points to bolster
- .arguments’; and to evoke a personal identlflcation with tradition-

!

al aspects of Puerto Rican society.

? o -
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" In each of theSe examples the speaker relies on the “

-:"."

listener to make the right connections to shared cultural
knowledge in order to draw the correct inferences These

' inferencea are steps in an argument but their propos1tional

v

j content is left lmplicit while the dlChO is used to fore~

ground aé 1mage a metaphor 0r a story.

L4

" Edmundo also sometimes evokes the author1ty of tradition

[ ~

) through the use of dichos, as when he says "Even . Christ said

\

Why do you cry woman7'" (T. 42) to support his contention
that mothers are women too.i That is, even Christ called his own

- archetypal mother a “Wwoman. -Therefore if’you say "Damn all

| women, ! you are sayingq"Damn mothers" too_ (It is incidentally, -

‘at suoh p01nts that the tongue in cheek almost facetious
quality of the argument becomes evrdent ) But Edmunﬁb exh1b1ts'
another mode of argument in his’ response to Carlos' reference
to the yautfia plant "Well then, if a mother can.be like that,
- how can you say Damm all women"" (T 38) Here his approach .
~is to quote Carlos' earlier statement in order to foreground : l
a logical incon51£tency with a later proposition that Edmundo -

makes- explicit in Turn 40: _ "Look what an avocado you-are, they

loved you, watched over you, when you were little." This use

of logical analysis supported by the rule that two contradictory

statements cannot both be true, is a feature of Edmundo's argu-'A

/ ment repert01re that Carlos does not resort to in this inter-
action - 3
|
“ L]
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S The extent ‘to which these diffgrences represent différences

[} 4

i 'in the communicative repertOires of Edmundo and Carlos cannot

S8 el
5 be adequately determined from oneasmall segment of talk such as /Kf

LY

- -tbiﬁu. However Pedraza-s interacg;on over a long-period of
y  time with Edmundo a@dﬁcarlos sﬁggests that such'differences
persist oVer-mang kinds of interactional situations.

How can. we 1nterpret and understand these differences7 ' | .
We can note that Edmundo has'fome command of the same criteria
P : . ~
_of 10%1C and 1mpersonal,evaluation of asseféions=that researchers
haﬁe‘reported as characteristic of,essayist literacy.; When we

compare his background with Carlos' we are not surprised to

find important differences: Edmundo has lived:gn New York sincefa'

‘he was a young child; attended school up'to 12th grade, is al.j;fﬂ;

" bilingual, .and is employed in a skilledﬁjob in a.hospital.

Carlos came to New York ig his teens, has had-several'kinds_of_

unskilled labor jobs, and had been unemployed for over a year.
. His education was limited to primary school and he"is Spanish

dominant This type of inﬁormation if subpléménted:by more

ethnography and analys1s ean,be :ery usefud_to'teachers.

Several specific in31ghts that emerge from our research could ~ .

"

assist teachers %p'understanding communicative and other cultural

s

differences between Puerto Ricans and-"mainstream' or middlef
“class Anglos h e S L v_'

(1) We could show teachers thét some Puerto Ricans use meta-

-~

phoric, personal and symbolic styles of expressing ideas and

,_supporting points of view We could add, from our other work

[ 3




. ' [N . & : ° ’ . . q. »
thét personal narratlves (a’ form Carlos uses later on in the
. .-
tape) aré also .an 1mportant resource because they 1moly access

to the authent1c1ty of hav1ng "been there. - ‘

BV RN
( (2) We could also show teachers that there is 1mportant .

S o\ |
var1at10n in the communlty there 1is pot.-one r'Puerto R1can

]
-

as the d1fferentes betweén Edmundo and Carlos demonstrate and

teachers should be. aware of the dangers of stereotyplng ,::

.

. /(3) .We.could demonstrate too that llteracy can 1nf1uenqe oral

- N

styles " and that Puetto R1cans show drfferentlal access, or at ~p
N

.-'least rellance on, essay1st 11teracy styles 1n the1r spoken

.

.;d1s90urse. | T R ) ;1'»' S ‘.wréa
.. (4) And finally, we could 1nform teachers that these are not

'so. much phenomena of code-—e g. Spanlsh versus Engllsh—— but s

of dlscourse, and of commun1cat1ve practlces that ¢can occur in

L

‘ either language.

"We feel it is valuable for\teachers to have such fnformation.
- : A '

We. also feel such is not enough

v o .
o . ’ o

X
There are- two main problems w1th the cultural dlfferences

3y

approach to the explanaﬁton and correctlon of school failure
and soc1a1 inequallty - First, there are_theoretical'problems |
-in the absence of explanatory theories If literacy has taken

Jifferent forms in d1fferent soc1al groups--many of which have

L4

""been in direct and frequent contact—nhow d1d this come about? .',f

L ° .

- How are particular relatrons between written and oral modes.

developed? ‘How are certain conflgprations of form, function,

+ *

means of . transmission and reproduction and social uses of - - |

\ ( ) Q“ ; -
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literacy produced "in different societies over time? How is

,.. this process of productlon related to other social and. hlstorical
‘ -pfocesses such as the pnpduction ‘and maintenance ognparticular

) div1sions of power, labor, economic resources, knowledge, skillé&i

ideology and 1nterests7 o N :"“&

. A

Second there is a practlcal problemhregardlng the apolica-

~tion of research on cultrual and communicative dlfferences to

i
b

spec1fic soc1al problems such as educatlonal inequltles In a

society in which certain social groups.exert power'over and
. exploit certain other seeiar groups-'how can the awareness of
| .cultural dlfferences result 1n changes 1n power relatlons between' _P'
"iy _ exploiters and exploited? ‘Those who have treatedothe cultural |
| .c0ntexts of-llteracy have tended to portray societies-as.hgmo-
geneous, self ma1nta1ning and 1ndependent systems and’they ' Ce L
have portrayed cultures—-to quote Er1c Wolf- "As 1ntegrated.
j totalltles in which each part contrlbutes to the maintenance
of an organlzed ‘autonomous, and endurjing whole" (Wolf 1982) l: Coa
_ +This cultural relativ1sm has itde counterpart in a polltical
practice that fosters pluralistlc ideallsm The baéi&msocial
| struéture div1dihé haves and have nots can remaih-untouched A
although a few 1ndividuals of highyskill will be able to move E

v | .
- up the social scale I

4

»

There 1s, however, an alternative view of culture ag an-
\\\aongoing social process of constructing, dismantling, and re- . s

constructing meanings in response to developing social political

--.a?d economic conditions. The abilityxto bestowfmeanings«— to :

I ) ¢ . . | . ' ?




“argues that mothers.are like &11 women.

construct the categories ‘through which we perceive

‘ and evaluate social reality--is itself a source of power.

k]

understand,

Patterns of culture and the communicative symbolic practices

by means of whlch culture Ais reproduced, can . only be explained

_1f we see them in their connections to economic and polltical

processes Cultural practices are in fact potential weapons

~in the clash of social interests in societies where diffe{en} :

tiations of power between classes are sustained and embedded

I

in 1nst1tutions . .

If we take this view of culture and communication, the

descriptlon of cultural and commuﬁicative practlces needs to

be supplemented by asking such questions as:
- To what extent are these practices part of processes of
accommodation or resistance to structural 1nequalit1es?v

¢

To what extent do they reveal members' critical awareness.
"of social contradictions that members themselves live
- out in their daily*llves7

What' possibilities might there be for concerted polltical
action among community members? ' .

’ How can the community address social problems as a comnunity?
To. answer such questions we need to know more than that certain
patterns of expression and reasoning reflect essayist literacy

traditions while others reflect oral traditions. We use the

discourse data in the transcript to illustrate hew such data can

help answer questions like these. ~ - o '_'w

We 'will COnsider now some aspects of content. Edmundo

" For example, in

Turn 34 he says, "No, she is the same woman, she has‘the

316 -
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(inaudible), she has the same, no more or no less than any

‘ather woman.'  Edmundo's ¢lassification of mothers is. based

a0

on a medern, secular view of nature, and supercedes categori-

-

Z-;zations based on tradition, family, or community values. By

;contrast Carlos argues that mothers are a special category
iby V1rtue of a spec1al\relati::;h1p through love to. their
children Carlos portrays thls special relationship as a natural
one, characteristically using an agrarian metaphor to make his
. . point: "Listen even.the yautia plant loves}her children”
(T. 37). - - .
The v1ews that Edmundo and Carlos. express about mothers ‘
and their relationship to the superordinate caté/ory of wombn_
thus reflect different views of the natural world, Edmundo-s_
argument ~depends on separating ‘the natural from the social k
realms, excluding,’for the Purposes of’his argument , the : .
special relationship.of mothers to“chlidren, or subsumiﬁg'this

- relationship under the more general cakegory of woman.as the

female of the Human speciés.bétlos. on the(other hand, buildsf d/
an argument that depends on seeing nature not independent
of the social and family realms but rather as their foundation
Even the zautia loves her children. The biological relationship
'gives a special meaning to the social famllial one,

These alternative_views oﬁ the.social and natural worlds *°
are expressed in other parts of the conversation For example

_Edmundo and- Carlos also express different perspectives on the .

317
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basis of human worth., Edmundo expresses, again, a more
urbanized modern view in Turns 11-13: fAs for me, I'm-worth-
a lot, my life-has no-price " This-presupposes that one's
N value can be asserted on the basis of 1ndividual autonomy
Carlos on’ the other hand, expresses a more complex view.
Firstihe.maintains that he is worth nothing. For“example,
in Turn l6 he says "If 1 were worth anything I would khave
'-sold myself nobody wants to buy me, That is, in American
' soc1ety one's value 1s as’ a commodity that can be exhanged -
for money But a few momentsllater ‘Uarilos expté%ses a rather
different v1ewp01nt, morelsimilar to ‘his view of motherhodd
when he says, that, although he has not been ‘able to "do business"
in selling himself ‘his wife, 'or his son, he always comes back
to 11fe and surv1ves like thevmorivivi plant which when .
tauched seems to collapse and die yet springs back to life
_again later: "I always live like the moriv1vi" (T. l9) _Just
as motherhood 1slgrounded in the natural world,_so teo is his
own identity as afresilient survivor Here again we find
: differences between Edmundo and Canlos which is more information
that we could pass ‘on to teachers and other professionals who
deal with Puerto Rigans as clients of institutions of various )
kinds. | ' |

However Carlos is not simply expre881ng values, but. is
talking about his own social and economic positioning as a

person without value He 'is also providing a reSponse that

‘despite being positioned:as powerless to earn a living,:he-has“

318
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a'resilience éroundéd'in the close assoclation of personal;
. social and.naturalfworlds; The social positioning to which
Carlos is responding is_erpressed in his ironic characterization'
of himselfras valueless yet capable.of surviving, This.is&a
_ contradiction he.lives out in his daily'life ' His:awareness
. - of this contradlction reflects a critical view of the commodity.'
system in which even one's wife and children are potentlal '
commodlties - Yet he also expresses his re91stance through the )
image of the moriv1vi plant in his symbolic 1dent1f1cation
with nature. - . |
‘Edmundo, on tlfe other hand asserts his individual auto-
nomy, 1mplying .an independence. from the social -Yet Edmundo is )
not critical of society, and in faet his individualism has
certaln parallels in the indlviduallsm of what many have
Characterized as bourgeous ideology (e.g., Gould 1978; Ollman
1971). | | o
At this point we might ask whether Edmundo or Carlos

exhibits more cr1tical awareness and potential for resistance

' The answer is- certainly not obVious.«.From our own point of

view Edmundo appears to buy into the dominant ideology more
than Carlos but he has also been more successful than Carlos

in participating in the market economy by selling his labor »

By .contrast, Carlos shows critical awareness and even.resistance.
Ve
. <
But .even in his. resistance there are contradiction@ His 1den~

tification with nature may not be adequiate to cope with his

Imvfm-w“peripheral'position'in.a market’economy, anymore thary/the

-

f)l{)'
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A

agrarian Jdealism exempllfied by Tolstoy, William Morris or

Zeno -Gandia, Puerto R1can author of the novel La Charca,
P a

stopped capitallsm from spreading all over the world in the "

last 100 years. * It is even possible that Carlos's recourse to a

.pre- capitalist.agrarian ideology whlle prOV1d1ng a refuge from r
the modern world may’limlt his ab111ty to part1c1pate as an

: active agent in that world and thereby help to susta1n his

' peri;herallty, politically and economlcally Edmundo may,

- in fact be better equipped to deal w1th the dominant ideology
in that hls read1ness to use loglcal criter1a of truth and
valldlty could, at least theoret1cally, be as eas1ly applied
to a crLtical a;alysls of domlnant 1deolog1es--as they . encroach
on. Puerto Rlcans through mass medla schoollng, the Job market,

u;etc --as to the values Carlos expresses Ve

e ‘As for potential re81stanc , we should note that Edmundo's

and Carlos ab111ty to engage in thlS kind of dialogue mixing

humor and serlousness in an egayltarlan relatlonshlp governed

by respeto (' respect") and called bromavera ("Joking truth")

by some Puerto Ricans, could 1&self be seen as a form of resist-
N -

ance, at leastépotentially It certainly provides an alterna-

: tive to relatibns based on negocios (""business") and commodity

. exchanges Their sklllful and thOughtful dialogue_encompass-

| ing COmplex issues certainly“goeS'far'beyond what most middle
class people would be likely to credit them. with ) » ‘

" These speculatiOns can return us’to the relationshlp of

literacy to consciousness and critlcal thinking Clearly,
ot o ( .
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it would be difficult to say the relationship is simple and o
direct or that a certain technological base simply- nesults in

- a part1cular kind of awareness,’ Rather we suggest that there ‘
is a relationship between 11teracy and th1nking and that thlS
relationship is soclally constltuted It is produced through
historrcal processes 1nvolv1ng struggles of 1deology, power

and interest. This means that'human-beings-decide how literacy

" and thinking are to be related. 1If the relationship between *

o

"essayist literacy and modern consciousness is today as research-
ers have reported, it"is because t# way we conceptualize liter-

‘acy in the sehools and other public institutions is part of
. L - - '

- bourgeois capitalist society.. We believe thére should be N

workable alternatives. - L

. ;

What we have argued:touchesfupon issues concerning the
11teracy inst;gctlon of Puerto Rican children w1th1n oyr SChoolsr

'Our understandlng of what literacy entails needs to be altered

-

from that of a set of mechanical skills to. that of a social/

cultural phenomenon related to other- political and economic-

.

processes Literacy always occurs within a social context.

It is neither ahistorical'nor static, and more than likely,
: . A . J

it is variable' Whenever literacy activity occurs, in learning
- ;
or as performance, it must be comprehended as an accomolishment

r

-embedded in other cultural processes

Therefore we must ask our selves not on}y 1f the way we

v

-teach literacy contradicts, or ignores community practices}
but whether we are furthering the development of.critical_think-

T Y, | I Ty NV T TTTY ST T L e e
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1ng, self awareness and community needs | The 11bera1 model of

pluralist education which the 11ngu1st1c relativism of socio-'
linguistic theory}supports has some very progressive featug»s
"that distihguish it from conventiOnal'lmerican pedagogy. . ,
Sociolinéuists | 'and anthropologists have s1gn1f1cantly
improved public awareness of social. and cultural differences
and provided an empirical b381S for demanding-—sometimes
through litigation——greater accountability from‘public,
institutions such as the schools for provfsion of equitable
serv1ces to minority and other disadvantaged populations
" (Labov 1982) The equal treatment of a11 student’s in terms
of resources, curriculum, testing and soc1a1 relations is
a 1auda€le ideal that soc1a1 sc1ent1sts should continue to
support. However, from the p01nt of vtew of Puerto Ricans
living'in El Barrio, and in similar communities both on Jhe ﬁ.S.
'ﬁmainland and in Puerto Rico, some problems still remain{
\ | Just one.exampie: A repogt recently;released by the
National Center for Educationai Statistics (NéES 1983) . L
‘indicated that Puerto\Racan high scqpol dropOuts are Just as
1ike1y, OY may hajzjeven i better chance, at getting JObS

" than Puerto Rican/high school graduates. How are schools

-

preparing. students for a situation of increased competition"'
1

for fewer JObS? A better underetanding of communicatlve

-~

'sources of crosscultural misunderstanding in all public

sectors-is certainly_needed (Gumperz 1982), yet improving




communication _will not automatically lead to dissolution of
the kinds of soc1a1 politlcal and economic inequities that
Puerto Ricans have suffered since their island was invaded :
by U. S ‘marines in 1898 (Bonilla and Campos 1981) 'Such N
.inequities have been a constant in Puerto Rican life despite

¢ s _
n egous economic programs and attempts at social, educational

and elitical reform (HTF 1979)

We suggest that soc1011ﬁguists should expand the&? concern |
with communlcative patterns to explore the hypothesis that .
the phenomena of unequal d1str1Lutlon of societal resources |
and cultural_and communicative misunderstanding are part of \\\
the same g eral political and economic processes. However;

an understan'ing of these processes'and of-how they impinge

" \on communicative practices cannot be adequately develdped

%,
without attention to how access to society s resources is ,

controlled through the deployment of_power and the 1egitimation
of ‘that deployment through suhtle ideologicaf processes. It
is.interesting that those'Who advocate maklng teachers and:
other profess10nals more sensitive to cultural differences

and to providing minority students With opoortunities to expand

:their communicative repertoires rarely address the question of "

how power is distributed within educational institutions or

1 4

~ how these institutions are themselves caught in a tlssue of
. power reld@ions that " extends throughout U.S. _'society (Apple
1982 GirOux 1981)
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To include a consideratlon of power as it is structured

e »
into 1nstitutions and into the 1nterpersona1 relations w1th1n

e 2

those 1nst1tutlons doma1ns would be to expand con31derably
.. & . \v

P

the: notion of context as it has been developed in sociolinguistic

‘

A and anthropological, studies of communicatiOn s6 far. Ve consider

. - \
' the analysis provided above to be only a beglnnlng step in-this

'

direction. - We need to look more closely at how communlty

members construct particular forms of conscxousness through

*their ong01ng daily communlcations with each other. Weuneed to
understand better how that consclousness in 1ts variablllty,
prov1des members w1th responses to part1cular soc10h1stor1ca1
condltions as “they experlence them. But more than that, we
need to find ways;as Labov (1982) advocates, to build commit-

. ment into "all stages of. research " We suggest‘that the -
best way to do this’ is to develop better ways to work coopera-=
. tively with those who part1c1pate in 1n"t1tutional processes
s ~ such as schoollng Anthropologists have recently mgde’ con-

L
o . 81derable efforts to work cooperatlvely with professionals

. »

§G1lmore and Smith 1982 Heath 1983) We'believe that, if

}

the 1nterests of”\he community are to be served, we must ‘in

additlon find waysfto work within the community-, bas1ng our

conceptions of education and literacy in the needs *and interests

of the communlq' as defined through cooperative efforts between

._‘ : .researchers.and communityé:ifgirs'd,lﬁ—researchers engage in
. ¢ t ! ¢
' such a proces\rthrough théir research itself they may - welk

find themselves committed to using their knowledge to- help

.-—_

change existing structures of power.
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L | ., Appendix " 7
) _ s ) )‘ ,
- - ’ L4 -
Transcript ‘Tape Bl4 Key
" | (Examplesodlscussed in'the - - [: :] = overlapoing ‘speech
: - text are italicized) . o
oL ' o, = not transcribable .
{ N ) e . - . .
o ) oA (words) = unclear, transc¢riber's "
: . : : guess
1. Pablo: -and, and, and of and those five feet. three 1nches
. (how much do you think its worth .
o , 3 secs./ _ )
:—.N 2' - o . /"‘
2. Edmundo: (three) P. (laughs) el

3. . Carlos: To myeelf to mySelf I'm not worth anything. ' The
' purpose ‘is that after I die they brlng me back to

11fe ' | o )
-/2JSecs!/' | | : SR
4,; C | =~ S | 5
+ 5. E: in-the eyes, in the eyes of another person o
- n a kidney...a heart. _
6. C: - But.I'11 live = e K

7. P RN But how much of this guy do you th1nk is even worth
: : the trouble . :

8. E: About that I don' t know
- 9. ¢C: | . not worth anything not worth anytthg
: - [not worth anythlng
yb.fEE . A R . |I_don't tease  _
S anyone 80 that they don't tease me . \ ,
11. ¢: ~ The truth is that its not worth anything, the head (of a
t. * - .. LS . . 3
12. E: - . ' : for ( ) - a

for me, I'm worth a lot

13. C: o NQ I'm not worth an thin because 1if I were valuable
: I would have sold ‘[mysel :

':14; E: = ) | (my) |my life has no price
‘ ' - - ad v o i

i " Y ’ . ) {
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15-
16.
17.
- 18.
19 ;

20."
21
22.

23,
2.

25
26.
-2y,
28,
29,

' 30.

31.

(

E:
C:

- If

e |

I wére: worth something I would have sold myself

nobody wants to (buy me) - . R

.wanted to buy. « I sell myself and even less are they

wi
If

(laugh - ) - ) s . o - _ ' h
.o . o N .- . _'v
Not even BT o ST - _
. ‘ ’ S . — .

T was selllng my.wife and child and no one

1ling to. buy... so. what atfs I to do 4if I. can't sell.
I can't sell I can't dq business but even though °

Ir—lway§1live like thqj“morivivi "

She

a woman ike ‘any other. | No she 8 the same type

e of woman she has
.from| the type of woman I'm referring

the same, she has no more or|no less|than any other
woman

its not its not

ne same becauae a a, .a mother -

e

) :32(;'.~ ; ' o i,”

&

-

S
Oh Damn =~ -, . T -
: He's hnrt he's hurt
Oh ‘he hit his chest when he fell. \
‘Well check him to make sure he hasn't broken his chest" ..X'
or heart. ‘ .
+ No, his heart he- dldn t break because d
No, he needs_a woman . | S I -
OERT L o A
| ‘When the heart is broken 1t has to be a woman
:- Damn allwomen. man. |
| Man, what do you mean, if it wasn 't for a womanaI w0u1dn t
~ be here E
: *That's trne ' |
Yes, but that s a different type of woman




v . L. . L .
) . . ° A

T~

. | 36. E: B | - "'only, only, a. 1abe1
o . a title te11s you mother B S
S - 37.¢C. . listen even the yautia" 1oves her. | :
A S : ~ children
. . _\ N . __——" )
. 38: E:- Well then if a'mother can be - 1Lke that how can you sa& B
o - vdamn all women " - R
,»@f ﬂ»39.wC:"Because when you také :f*l S
.‘:r"l‘ !'n ) ] . . \ ’
... 40. E: : - L Look what|am"avocado you are they loved you,_
- watched over yqu| -

L when you were little] (right)

J41. C- llStJ< 1isten to meﬁ- L listen-yes but,

-that ‘that is a dlfferent tyoe of woman [fne s] mother

'_42, E; she's a woman

4

“

e [ﬁven, even,| Christ said to his mother:‘"Why do yon'cry woman?'
c _

43. compared tof the others )
| /3 secs. / - ) -
44, C: - { D she had to cry, rlght it was her son.
45. E- she was a woman o :
46. th[: :] ' " ‘now 1f it were.a lover.
47. E: - Perhaps she'll st111 . cry | |
1+ 48. C: or if it were k\ . ._ .
49. E MayLe she'd cry anywa S _-
50.HC Or 1f it were - a’ husband she didn't love
S she'd cry out of hypocrisy
51.. E: | -~ .|anmn | Ao

If it's a husband’ she woul be hagby because she would
'get the pension .

52. €:. Haven t you ever been in a situatlon where a’ woman who has
lost a husband has her lover next to her and the guy tells
her but let me submit the name and those papers and she

crying tells him (mimics g‘ying)”fhirty three, fourty four,

fifty six.V .
il y \v ' . /'

- 53. E: No I've‘never been in such a situation.

t ) : L

K}
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.In this sense, these remarks are more a short summary, a”

'stock-taking, than a final statement closing an investiga—ﬂ-

,:(aimed at alleviating the social inequality suffered by

- ‘v .
Puerto Ricans) and theoretical (focused upon developing

‘knowledge to address such a need -demands a new theoretical

' 'ceptualized in this mannir rather the idea emerged in-

. the interim period between the submission of ‘the proposal

. struggled with the issue of language and its relation-to_so-

o IR _: - U e
; - o _ 324

V. Concluding remarks %

N

It is difficult to cpnclude a projecta just when you.

are beginning to get somewhere with the. problems at hand.
tion. The issues involved are at bottem both- practical

new understandings that can serve this objective).

Particularly in educatlon where syst@mic failure is
an overwhelming, blatant, and_oppress1ve reality, there is .
a great need for new perspectives on schooling. Devising

an approach to_language and education that can produce

framework which can- function as-a foundation for critical

inquiry. The projéCt-reﬁorted here was not originally"con-'é

and its injtiation, and throughout the first year as we

cial domination

Fundamentally, we saw the necessity of a new orienta-

tion. to language studies that “more fully integrated language?

in societal, egonomic, politival, and cultural processes and

viewed communication as a historical pypcess. While some

5.;\! .
S ) |
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of ,the reseaiii\presented in the report refled:ed these
~ concerns almost from the onset, others attempted to in-
,"corporated them mid- stream with varying degrees of success,
reflecting the difflculties of such an endeavor at per-'

b

-sonal, grofessional, and ideoﬂogical levels.. In fact,
'-these‘cdmmenns themselves would best be understood as a

} reflection of a changing social science practice that will,
Hywe hope, eventually prove effective in supporting social
change. ‘ | | .. - ' o
' What . do we know now that we did not know before which
-'could be helpful to anyone cdncerned with school failure
.Vor societal inJustice? In the-past we _were involved in a
sort of matching game ., The match -up was .between the school
.and community, the blllnguallsm of each compared in terms
of form (linguistic characteristics), function (social use.

of 1anguage in daily interactions), and attitudes (ideology

or thinking about language). The game taught us much about_ \.

P

r——

‘the mismatch betWeen school and community, though'there'was
still more matchlng to be, done--1n form (the study of Puerto
Rican English), function (the analysis of discourse patterns),
and ideology (the investigation of dlfferences,in under-
standing, interests, and consciousness). r
In our previous work, we were not go naive asxto think
that the‘gap between the school~and comz:nity would be self-

explanatory in terms of cause and therefore remedy The
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historical conditions that gave rise to the language dif-

'ferences in the first plafe ‘had’ to be brought forward tlo

give a perspective on the problem of school failure that |
went beyond the clgssroom Ironically, certain conditiong,
like the relative poWerlessness of the community, still
hinder attempts to come to grips fully with the mismatch

in language practices as defined aPove but that is not

the whole story. The real issue .is how language serves

to maintain the powerlessness of a community What pro-
c&i:es.are at work that contribute to the powerfrelations in
h language ishembedded?& To answer these questions |
adequately} the "historical" could no longer simply'serve‘
as d backdrop to our language studies thus limiting our
understanding to mechanical cause and effect or correlation-
al types of explanations

'(

. Thé/mLSmatch approach often times reveals blatant dis-
crepancies between the school and community, as well as -

more subtle differences resulting from 1gnorance or.preju~
dice In the project: reported here, our attempt.to refine |
the mismatch approachhfocused.on;certainhstructural "levels"

of'language (for example, the English vowel system or the

Spanish and English prosodic systems) This was only par--

‘tially true for our discourse analysis where we were not .

merely seeking differences in interactional patterns, again

a structural mismatch, but also differences in terms of con-

338
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tent, .i.e;'yalués interests and*orientation to. life |
raising in the process the problematic of the inter -relation-.
ships between 1anguage, culture ideology, and consciousness.v
However, even at the level of_what we have come to call'
"language code" ~there are complications in the matching
game which reveal the weaknesses of the approach—

“All of the essays included here: point - out the, variation
that ex13ts in language. regardless of level. The beginni:g
. essay treats -the issue of variation and its signiflcance at
length The vowel system study reveals (again) the lin-
guistic heterogeneity we have seen in the Puerto Rican com-
munity, and the failure to isolate _any system tic patterning
of prosodlc features documents once more the cpmplex relation-
‘'ship between form, function, and meaning. =~ |\ o ._ o

By some standards/J‘ﬁth results would‘be considered at
worst to be no findings at”all, or at best to. be’ of no utility.
What. is Pertinent here is that in a match- up game informa—:
“tion of this sort may be interpreted as- revealing little |
'about the problem of school failure ,- glven the lack of a
Puerto Rican standard (or non- standard) form on which to * ;
base a comparison However, the work in this report not only
calls into question :(or perhaps lays to rest) the assump—
:tions about the monolithic Hdture of Puerto gican language

and culture; it also bares the essential weakness-of treat-

ing'language outsidejof.socio~economic; political,'and cultural

-

334



processes 2 :
Thq existenqe of such diversity can signify that

ucan students are not all equally disadvantaged

of’ linguistic forms or repertoines §s measured

by structural characteristicS' The SO%dtop—out rate for

rfo Rican students reported in a recent studf
A(Aspi a 198%) indicates that other fa&tors somehow related
to 1a'guage may be the real culprits. f‘Can it be that the
'processes which can account' for the diu?rsrty may also ex-
plain school failure? . I v

7 wa could one begin to explore the possible inter-

connection between language, cultural diversity and school

failure that linguistic differences in and of themselves can-

not explain? (The public schools in Puerto RlCO are also no-

| toriously unsuccessful even though they teaeh in' Spanish)

- The first essay in the’ d1scourse section of the report_
attempts tg delineate a clear philosophical/methodological
base from which to approach this pr&blem The ‘two papers

\

actually analyzing samples of discourse draw out the impor-

* tance of contextualizing, for: purposes\of interpretation and

analysis, the conversation of community members within spe~

~ cific historical, social, and Cultural”parameters. In this

work, as we ;begin to tduch,upon the'cultural-and ideologi#

cal.gaderpinnings of consciousness, we are again reminded

.of“the,complekity of the community. - The cultural wariation )
N /" ’ . "'.‘ . R . .
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~ not given nor is there an explanatlon for why the di
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'reflected in 1inguistic features is also appanent ‘in the

discOurse practices of .community. members and, by implication,_
cons¢iousness. o f v

I
- | ¢ |
In the matching game ‘the reasons for the

their

~ .

erences.

between school and community in either languagi._
erences
persist nor more importantly, why they function to the de—
triment of certain students, Since’ the situation is the,'
:result of- factors beyond the control of any/individual

the schools do not address them The stratdgy 1is usually to '

rememdy the indlvidual by adding something to his cultural.

- ”capital" in teérms: of linguistic repertoire 1. e, standérd' co-

-

forms of Bfiglish or Spanish, language skil s such astliteracy;
or cognitive abilities like "clear™ thinking. o |
The 1ibera1 p1uralistic ideology upon'which this match-
ing model 4is based definitely has some progressive features.
The sensitivity to 11ngu1stic and cultural norms that demand
respect and knowledge of minority students} backgroumds e
fits well with'the‘child-centeredtpedagogy of‘progressive'
education .However, this'approach treats the product--- |
marginalized'individuals--and not the process. Individuals
outside of a socio historical context are the focus, not
community needs This inhibits inquiry on the institution ’
of schooling itself and ends up blaming the v1ctim if fail-

\ - ..
ure persists, precisely the conclusion which the cultural : e e

differences approach set out to avoid. - - ' y A
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‘; | l_Anaapproach;to_the:coﬁmUnity and.to 1anguage that
N views”these aswphenomena-produced'and continuously repro—.
[ duced 'by human agents in concert raises questions about |
the socio- histonépal nature-of cotmunity. Any_cbnceptua-
lization of comminity will to a large extent, either explicitly
.or implicitly; infiuence~how the interqsts.of;that communi ty
are vieueds The concept 'community' is not a neutral catebr
gory'and.discerning;the interests of any particular one is
_problematical for at least two-reasons: L) interEsts y vary_
-witnin a.community and 2) those interests are.ndt*sé;::c o

.but change over time. Given that,pre-conceptions‘wiil

always influence any interaction with a community, be it
by educators. or 1nvest1gators a clear statement of purpose
or goals can function as, the basis for‘hebate ahgut interests. ; o
This has implications for educatlon policy and pedagogy. = _ t
A schoolithat,purports to deal with the sociogcultural
and languageadifferences that students bring to ciassrooms
by treating students as isolated individuals'is contradicting .
its purpose if it_does not examine why'differences work "as
disadvantage-v | o
| Besides identifying mismdtches between school and com-
munity in linguistic form and function, viewing language as_
io cul tural practice embedded in daily discourse can

lead to insights concerning these contradictions ~Certainly -

the interests of the ,community are not served Vhen pedago- N -

B <




gical=practice»treats'the'language issue only on an indivi- ﬂ ﬁ
) dual levél. Tying language to cultural and ideological’ pro-\_z//-
cesses not only reveals ways in which institutions like sqhools
contribute to the domination of a community, but also how -
-variation within the community may. be hinﬂering advancement
The discoufse papers certainly demonstrate some" significant
differences -in what we might call the consciousness of mem-
bers of the community 'jl |
Any_understanding of thevariation in‘consciousness-
found within the.community, e.g. why it exists will con--
tribute to overcoming obstacles 1n organizing efforts‘\
Schools can play an 1mportant role in a process of. community '
empowerment but they cannot make a contribution 1f they do
not consciously articulate and accept this goal or if they-'
'1gnore_the problems/issues’ it reaises. Language and'educa;'
tion policy at present do not reflect such a concern mainly
_ because\they do not consider important the sociovhistorical .
Niprocesses that interconnect with and tie language and educa-
| ;tion together ' | |
| These remarks may seem to many to have little to do
with IAnguage and education per se and much to do with 'ex-
_traneous' factors like history, society, culture, and ideo-
5

logy. But this is precisely the point»-a new theoretical

“framework means viewing these not as extraneous factors

but as defining the nature of our problem and therefore the

u

.
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solntion It‘is worth stating once more that even this
{ does not solve anything It is only a beginning ‘New forms

" of research and pedagogical practice are required.

‘A new soclal science practice would involve an alter~

- native model of researqpvthat would incorporate within any 4

L d

study'design barticipation of the actors‘involved, some form

of interventioq and evaiuation of practice” and some connec-

tion to community organizatlons or movements/addressing the

issues, or some form of accountability" These”\are:not ne- .

cessarily-new'items on the agenda_for the.pentro.or_eVen many

individual researchers, nor is it a question of priorities ' : d,
':but one of prOcess. Rather than viewing these as separate -

tasks; isolated or interconnected the best approach is per- -

hapa to view them as different aspects-of an integrated ;-
-process ' ) |
We seem to have a tremendous amdunt of difficulty even
conceptnalizing what this would mean on an everyday level
In order to'change the investigatire process, we first have
to re-construct the researtch community Research with andxfor
communities/rather than on them (no matter how well- intentioned)
should be the_aim. e
Among. other things,_such an effort means engaging per-
-.song'in debate_who come with different outlooﬁs; agendas,

s [

practices, and connections to social pol}cy'but who share'the'

same géais of equality and_jnstice. However, in order for

'meaningfui dialogue to occﬁ;, trusting;relationshipa have to

339




oy

333

~

exiSt between tﬁe various participants in the discussion as, .
well as a .sense of commitment to purposeful act%yity aimed
at social change Social scientists (both indlvidually and
.collectively) have to work at. developing these relation-
ShlpS and commitmedts, as an lntegral part of theqinvestiga-

" tive process.’

LR 2

'_\\\ 'This presumes that reseatchers'have themselves engaged-

/
/

../

in dialogues about the shortcomings of social science vis-a-

vis- the gqals of equality and Justice and are in fact orgaP.
nized to function as a collective in'collaboration_witﬁéother '

_»organizations This 1s far from the case. ' o A

As noted in the f1rst paper on discourse analysis one
obtatacle to developing such practices is the academic insti-

tuti0ns and professional asssociations w1th which reseanchers ’

\

work Various solutions o the problem exist including

creating alterhative institutions or transforming existing

ones SO ghat their advantage us position as legitimators

of knowiedge can be utilized no legitimate working class
yd &
and minority group understandings and concerns.
/s
// If social scientists are to play a role in the kind of
/

shift in social policy debate we are envisioning here, the -
first step, it appears, should be. a ckitical appraisal of
‘the ways -in which our thinking and dibcussion of issues,

both theoretical and concrete, are beiﬁé constrained, Issués

’ - " . \\ . . L - .
such,as how our reserach findings relate to jthe problems
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of thé~communiﬁyfn' “to be diécgsséd and evaluated. 'As !

we explained earlier in"this rgportg this is not necessarily ,¢

»

a'cali-for 'relevant' or 'applied' research, but fot’an : - ) o
assesément‘of the relatipnjOEfgur”étﬁdiés to the étruggies
o -tﬁe disenfrahchiSed ihfour-soéiety.- _ ‘
f\\\We ﬁeed-to know: i)'ﬁﬁét'aséumptions'are inherent in | E 'ft
'thé type of questions-we are posing, 2) how the cgncepééiwe- | |
utilize have erlvéd over time,IB) how they position ué with _
respéct_to th%;}pﬁ;;hity, and 4) what the ideological . | |

foundations of_our-theoreticél'apprdaches are; and whether
T we can defend them.,'Theéé.are the sorts of issues we have
to'ﬂelve into if we are to change'qur.p;aqtice. Ana onlyl
with a drastie chénée in our practice can.we hope to.fiﬁd

. the clarity we now laek. |
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F;l;“'dl:‘" .+ Review of literature on prosody

'.? - The’following is a review of the work done in prosody

'which relates directb'to the dlfferent language varieties

wh . . .

involved_anithe‘speech'of New York Puerto Ricans, in’particu-_

'Lgr Puerto Rican %panish'and.Black English.

? h.: o laQn_General descriptions of Spanish prosody

The most thorough survey of Spanish prosodic studies

o ' is that of Kvav1k and Olsen (1974) These'authors are prin-

c1pally concerned with melody or pitch variables leaving

By o ' e

aside questions about timing or rhythmic organization in Spa-

. .nigh They fotus on three asgﬁcts of intonational stud1e§'
.’d%alectology, methods and notational systems. Very few
studies of Gariége\h speakers are mentioned with most re-.

o

search concentrated on Spanish'of Spain,‘Mexico, or the
/ _”cono sur--Argentina and Chile -Methods have.primarily been
observational althgqghas early as 1918 some acoustic
~ measures were made . Among the-notational systems a.wide-
'::variet techniques were observed from musical notes to

N holistic contours However, _many analysts since the

l;ub_' 1950 8 ‘have tended to rely in their prosodic investigations




(at least in part) on the nUmerical pitch 1evels of Pike -
(1945) or Trager and Smith (1951) which were developed :

. in structural analyses of American English.

Navarro Tomas (1918 1944 1948) wrote the classical »

':treatments of Sggnish intonation, to which nearly'all_i
1ater analysts refer. The speech described Waspusually'
the careful,'andante stvle of'Peninsular speakers, often
In performance of literacy texws. Navarro developed a
typology of fiﬁe basic¢ contours, two falling, two rising,
and one‘level; ‘Although_these contours.are_in.some‘ways_

" similar to thektunes ascriged-to.British English, Navarro'
pointedvout an inporsant'difference (translation mine)
"the English fallingeriSing toneme 1is one of the traces

_of-intonation which is most easily detected in those.

- who are 1earn1ng Spanish”‘(1966 edition of Navarro 1944
70-71). 1In his intonation manual Navarrd devoted. .
substantial section to the 'emotive content of 1ntonation

in addition to its phonological function

'Stockwell -Bowen and Silvé—Fuenzalida (1956f.as

4
well as Stockwell & Bowen (1965) are probably the second
most-cited works on Spanish prosody Their theoretical

I

orientation was the structuralist Smith- Trager model

thus, they discovered in Spanish three pitch phonemes, . N\
three levels of stress,_and three distinctive terminal |
contours (rise fall, level). Besides their treatment

N of phonemic contrasts.in Spanish suprasegmentals, they

344
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survey material
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'described several shades of weaning or emotion which |

" could be convex?g.by particular (mis- ) uses of intonation

A principal cla was that Spanish uses (in general) a
more restrlcted 1ntonational (pltch) range than does
English. _ Emphasis may be conveyed either by expanding
the difference in pitch between_adjacent-syIIables or
by contractingfit (1956:664) .

There are a number of other studies utilizing ,

Smith-Trager or Pike models which cannot be discussed

here. These 1nclude Cardenas (1983), Matluck (1965),
and Quilis (1975) . We would also like to refer the

reader to the recent analyses of Kvav1k (1978 1979,

j1980) and Fohtanella de Weinberg (1981) dealing with
;:Mex1can and Argentinian Spanish respect;vely.

The preceding discussion of some general, descriptive

studies-of Spanishlprosody.has served to delineate the

5territory; covered by such analyses. 'As noted~in
. - \
earlier, surveys descrlptlons differ not only in their

Y

'funderlying theoretlcal bases "but also in methods and

in the geographlc regions studled In the next, few

g wr

paragraphs, the- ocus will be on treatments of Puerto
“ : \

Rican Spanish again from the vantage p01nt of general'

;i
-

1.1 Overv1ew of Puerto Rlcan Spanish
| Ihere has been relatively little work done on the

prosody of Puerto,Rican Spanlsh Navatro Tomés (1948)

' treated Puer!B Rican Spanish intonation in a ‘scant




three pages, evidently believing that his earlier
typology of intonational contours was. generally adequate
' to describe this region as well - - K

Kvavik (1978) analyzed 49 seconds of speech from

- | displays and transcriber 1mpressions of pitchﬁpatterns
in these utterances to those of Mex1can speakers The
"focus of her 1nvest1gation was use of fundamental frequency,
or tonal differences. - In’ comparison to the four Mexican
speakers; her. Puerto Rican 1nformant used more level
contours, semlfalls.and semirlsesr. Also, thlS speaker

, ‘ , 1
occasionally shifted pitch-obtrusion to a position before

=y

- or after the expected 'tonic syllable.' Such a 'sh‘,
o Kvavik believzs, marked eﬁphasis. Given the brie
s . sampling, int national meanings remain hypotheses and

potential geographlc dlfferences are only hinted" at

Nevertheless, Kvavik's is the only available acoustic

PR

analysis of fundamental frequency in Puerto Rican

Spanlsh
Jones (1962) prepared an analysis of . Puerto Rican
Spanish prosody as. part of .a dissertation on the Engllsh
."dlalect" spoken by upper middle class Puerto Rlcan/\
bilinguals on the island ‘This analysis uses the
| ‘structural descrlptions commonﬁto the Smith & Trager
’ (1951)- and Pike (1945). ‘Thus Jones states that '"there

are three intonation pitches 1i.e., levels in Puerto

‘ . »
. i 3
= | - e <
. v . ] : . . ) . /l . - .
. \' . ' -- " 94 B ’ - .
| , - 346
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Ricanf?paﬁish...; thgff_are three. degrees of étress’,

~'and féﬁf of pause_.i.e., jﬁnbéﬁrg . Leﬁgth and repetitioh’

~ seem ﬁo be mére impoftantL..;han in American EnglishY : |
asny. | |

| Speéific differences infintonational patterning,

céncérned the tonalucontours-of:questions as well as
étatémenté;.by and large, Jones. believed Shat "glidihg.
-contours" on:finai sy11ab1es are rare in Puerto Rican
Spanish (182). xIn¥é6ntrast to English,:in-which pitch
obtrusion coincides with sentence "gtressi" Jones - |

; Qbsetvéd'that in Puerto Rican Spanish”,,.stréﬁs is
frequently foliéwéd'b& a tone peak' (185). Mbreover,

..he found ‘that, Vthe'laét.stréss in Puerto Rican Spa*ish :
utteranées; exclusive Qf zg¢ro, is prima;yﬁ (261).'
Although'qhe descriﬁtive system obscures potential
conéraéts somewhgt, Jones' statements could be interpreted
'éé:_ﬁl) Puerto Rican Spanish has more pitch paéterns
.which.st_:i'ike ‘English ears' as tonal $tep-ups or down-
’steps, ;ather'tha?.'glﬁdes', (2)_fiqa1 contours of
Spanish utferanceé may -sometimes sound (to an Ehglish ,
listener) éé if'théy wére "stressed" or accented.

:Jones als&*o?ﬁérved that-this’dialect—of"Spanfsh ------- -

,@has shorter rhythm groups than English’and'ﬁses

syllable-timing in its rhythmic schema. - -
At present, only a very general”éfetch of prosody
is avadlabie for Puerto Rican Spanish. The most

extensive of the three studies is based on linguistic

347"
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methods of analysis which have been superseded moreover, | -
it is unclear whegher the view of Puerto Rican prosody
in that study might not’ have been influenced by the
native language of thé author (cf. Pointon 1980; Ladd
1980: 167). - | S Lo
These limited data may be supplenented to;a certain .

extent by'using more general studies which have been

concerned_With contrasting Spanish and English for . o ;
(pedagogical purposes Among these,are,investigations

of the English.spoken by Spanish speakers' which were

aimed at specifying the components of a "Spanish accent."’

-

1.2 Contrastive analySis and accent

The_most well—known of,pedagogical works is Stockwell
and_Bowen (1965). They present a detailed- contrastive
analysis of English and a composite of Spanish dialects.

Their analytical frame is similar to their 1956 study,

i.e. a structuralist account in which pitch stress, o

and juncture were treated separately Like Johes they

/ interpreted "the last strong stress of the phrase (as)
the most prominent .""(28). One of the difficulties_ ‘ ) §

they observed for English speakers acquiring Spanish was

LY

__to narrow the pitch range sufficiently : .o
Stockwell and Bowen also give impressionistic
obﬂervations on Spanishr:hythm Spanish syllables are
said not- be- lengthened when they e stressed, which

may»be disconcerting to an English listener (33). lﬁThe

ear of an English-speaking student, accustomed to

. , ., | _ ? |
. . T " o (¥ 4 8
o . . + .
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'cdrreiating yeaker streeses'with shorter syllabies;
_-wili reeeive the impressioh of machine-like fapiaity '
from hearing SpanishA..helmisses the rather iong |
stressed syllables thatdgive.him a chance...to éateh
up" (34). | |

Bolinger (1961) briefly con;rasted Spanish -and
English tonal Qontours in a paper calléd "Three
Aﬁalogies. Bolinger states that in a Spanish
- utterance with two prominent sylrables, the.shape of
the tonal contour_for the sentence‘looks_like a
suspension hridge in which the first 'pole' is usually -
higher than the second.A.In English,_the second 'poie'
~ would be highet: e.g. wa-' g ;: o oi | |
English: I told him to it. VS. 'Spahish~ Le Je que espe
Bolinger also says that English speakers can use the
1ntonat10n contour which is common for commands in Engllsh
in order to approximate the Spanish declaratlve "In
Spanish, make your statements sound' the way commands .
,'30uhd in English'" (136). : ‘5" .

Prosodic aspects of Chicano and Puerto Rican
ap;akere; English have been the focus of a few studies.

‘The most r;tent; Penfieid (1981), made sevefalﬂ
generaiizationS'about Chicano Speech, based on
j'transcriptions in the southweit USA. Most of these

general statements had to do with the range or shape

of particular final intonational contours in Chicanos’

ra .
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'English. In-particular the tendency foward rising
glides at the ends of sentences and on unstressed
syllables has bécome_a stereotyped Chicano intonational U
pattern.‘ Penfield-points out that singg final sentence
contours do not fall enough for Anglo listeners'to get
~ a sense ofosentence completion the rising glides are
a source of misunderstanding The glides are perceived
__by Anglos as indicating uncertainty while Chicano - ’
-speakers-use these_contours'for‘emphasis: "the more'
emphatic a Chicano speaker hecomcs, the more 'uncertainf
he is_perceived.V | .

7
Jones (1962) used a structural levels analysis-

(; to contrast Puerto Rican adults accented English w1th

_the English of native speakers and with earlier described
}Puerto Rican Spanish The accented varifty, which Jones

put together from the individual data of 27 adult

informants picture‘descriptions,'contained prosodic "
’ieatures'of both languages '.stéver he stated that |
speakers varied in their uZe of prosody and that the
'distributfbn of prosodic features in their speech . o »

was what set the compos1te 'dialect’

apart (279).

Gliding corftours, like those of tive English, occurred,

- -n

as did pitch contours,with famlliar English Final shapes
|
.However some contdurs reflected a Spanish pattern in
/
which the most prominent syllable ts closer to the

beginning of the sentence; this was especially strikiﬁg/ .




T 'New Yorkers (61) ..

& . :
* in questions,
! ’ '

in which a speaker might say

. WHAT' - TH

instead of: What's
4 1S?

Stress 'errors also.were ‘found in a few words ‘and
full (unregﬁced) vowels sometimes appeared in unstressed
syllables. . |

Nevertheless, in tonal contour as well as in

h rhythmic characterlstlcs Jones belleved that this

'dlalect was more like American English than like
a &Puerto Riéagﬂ?panish He'polnted.out that ”aecent" seldom
caused a speéker to be- communlcatlvely at a loss ‘and '
advocated a less atomistlc approach to teaching of

Engllsh on the basis of his findings. 537-

| A second study of Puerto“Rican speakers.ls that

of Anisman'(l975) who analyzed segmental and suprasegme tal
-features in the Engllsh of 29 teenagers in Edst Harlem. ‘?

The pr1nc1pal suprasegmental variahle was "syllable—

timing.!" $yllable—timed utterances were those in which
| syllahles'" were at least Aimpressionistically [slc]
'exhibltlng less duratlonal variability..." than they :

"WOUId in the SpeeCh of other, . ﬁative English speaking P

P

. N -
; )

Anisman divided the informants into three groups
.b!ped on the extent of Black contacts (1) Black j S
'influenced group (extensive Black contacts) (2) limlted

or sporadic' Black: contacts,_and (3) lames | The second
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distribution_of prosodic material (i.e. the use dﬁg\\:
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-group used syllable timed utterances almost twice as much

as the, Black influenced group in Half- hour interviews

according to transcrlber impressions This usage

.‘.Anisman statés,."is a distinetly non-English prosodic

phenomenon and as such would be decidedly HlSpanO--

stigmatizing" (81). However the first two subJect

_groups were very small in comparison to the number of - ¥

'lames (N=20Q). These speakers also used few syllaHle—
timed utterances and-it is not clear to what extent :

’ ° 4
transcriber 1impressions about .tiining might‘have been .

based on ségmental variatlon in the recordings rather

than actual rhythmic patterns

Most of the- Contrastive studies have.- been based

on llsteners impre331ons of prosody, and speakers g
familiarity with English dlffered considerably among

them. Nevertheless,_there are certain interesting

common trends, ﬁost of the studies note'that it is the ° | .

.-

familiar variables in unexpected locations or combina ions)

which marks an aCCent. In- addition, the studies show . "

NN
that acquisition of L2 prosody is not a monoli‘hic

mprocess and eomposite destriptions.(e.g. those of

Jones and Penfleld) obscure the manner in which new l_r

‘distributions of prosodic variables are tried out and

used Finally, given the different methods of analysis

across. these studies, it may be well to mﬁintain a
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a certain skepticism about whether the various authors

.. are describing Ehe same phenomena when they uge terms
:such as promlnence and stress or syllable timing'.
While common trends across the studies point to some
Subtle-distributional differences which could afiect
_interactions;'the attual contribution of these to meaning

: : in context is largelxﬁunknown;

1.3 'Prosodzfas related to'syntax and'pragmatics of Spanish

At this point, the general lack of studies relating
) Spanish prosody to other structures of the lanéuage and
S . to pragmatic function shduld be mentioned as a problematlcal
area for both!s1ng1e language and gontrastive studies :
In Spanish as in.Engli ”‘(cf.L:id/i980) prosody has often
| ,'__- . been.treated as "around the edge” of language - ‘not within
1 ‘ the structural core to be described. | '
w R L Pike (1945, paraphrased by“Jones 1962 151) sums up
i - _th1s v1ew '"Intonation is the musical rise and fall of the
voice Which 1ndicates or carrieés the attitude (my emphasis)

P offthe speaker. Thgs it is independent of lexical

meaning, topic of discuss1on;..and. grammatical facts.

1

.have no innate’ participation in the meaning of the

\  contours themselves; - However recent studies of English '

“intonation belie fhls view. . Ladd p01nts out that attitude

‘l\
'\- / ' Toe

| may be . conveyed Just as surely by ch01ce of lexicon as
\ by intonation aqd that prosodic‘yariables are integral

-components of u&terance meaning.

‘_ o Y ; Q53
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ockwell & Bowen (1965)'present the'same'utterance
'Aqui viene Maria", notlng the different pros{?Ic*

versus if th1s 1tem'were a vocative

or if tHe utterance
represented a questlon or exclamation Versus a statement

Qullis (1965) also 1nvest1gated alternatlve phonologlcal

bracketlng in a comparison of vowel coafescense in-
everyday, colloqu1al speech with that of slow
speech.

careful
Items cited by Qu1lis are those whlch would-

a

have been dlfferentlated by the structura11s§ notlon
of juncture, e.g.

ha subas vs
: lo oculto.

. las uvas or lo culto vs.

Contreras (198l) argues that "
.

stress and“word order depend

——

.beH sentential

on the informational
structure of the sentence' in Chilean Spanlsh k45)

: . 'He
uses prosodic ev1dence .(apparently from introspection

"\_

and observation) to refute syntactic analyses which

_\ plaee{hesubj‘ect—cf—smmf—sW

patterns Wthh ‘would be present if Maria ‘were the subJect

structure positlon and use transformations. to relocate
it

. His basic rule for placement is a hierarchy of ~/
ominence -in which "...the more informative elements -
rheme) normally go at the end of the gentence and carry
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 the main stress whereas less informatlve elements (theme)

Y .

.occur, at the beginning of  the sentence and do not -
carry the.maln stress' (50). | '
HoweVer, there.arefseveral difficulties w{th
_Cbntreras‘.treatmentuAs he acknowledges;Pnerto.Riean
-Spanish would not fit his rules.for sdbjeét_placement. _
. _ x : - -
In addition, the validity of.his reference to theme and\\g '
rheme woufd'depend.on how 'rnformative' is defined \\
situatlonally and on an unamblguous deflnltlon of . A}
a&ln stress' N
u‘"‘-..Silva—Corvé.léri (in'press)salso presents:informationV
-on noun phrases in Chllean Spanlsh Accordlng to her
analysis, there are two basic ways to h1gh11ght the fact '
-that an object noun-phr#se is the focus of discourse
'_or new information: (1) Place it before the verb and
give it high tone, e.g,, Effortil me dieron a mi.
(2)\P1ece-it after the nerb, but use an unusual,
_eontrastive intonation pattern} abrupt ‘rise, then fall. L
'Apparently,.the’first way is much more common (p. 7-8).
Depending on the.infqrmation'COntent hnd intonation,
the same syntactic structure can have two differenth
fUnctinns.: _
1, If.(l) the object noun phrase is first and
' (2) it represents more known informatidn and (3) it
receives the greatest intonational promrnence, then this
{# because it is a point of contrast of discourse. If o

v,




‘The data collection methods range from laboratory

" to listeners perceptual impressions (Key et al 1977;
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| condition (3) is'not met, it is merely a cohesive Link.

2, If the first two conditions are met and (3)

the object noun phrase has the abrupt rise-fall intonation,
‘

‘ the contradiction or unexpectedness of the 1nformat10n-

-f.

~in it may be inferred.‘ If condition (3) is instead a .
""high tone, but less than the "unexpectedness" intonation

fthen it may be inferred that the 1nformation in this ;

noun-phrase is new. -
. . . \'

SilvarCorvalén concludes that Spanish word order

‘is not free, but determined by pragmatics; intonation

- is also.determined‘by.pragmatic factors.

‘From these stydies it seenis clear that much more’
information on discourse functions of Spanish intonation
is necessary. However frameworks for description along
these lines (Cog}thard & BraZil 1981 Scollon 1982) -
are still in the process‘of refinement, which will be
necessary in order to specify the contributionhof

intonation to overall discourse.

2.0 Prosody in Black Engiysh

In studies of Black speakers prosbdynhas if anything,

been treated even more 1mpressionistica11y than in Spanish.,
experiments with .acoustic analysis (Hudson & Holbrook. 1982)

Tarone 1973) and transcriptions (Pitts 1982) or-close
analysis of videotaped interactions (Erickson 1979).

L 3

)




3 }Erickson showed that in intér-racial interviews,

.white counselors tended“to'over-explain to Black listeners.

| This tendency was at least oartially explained by different

|f';

'expectations created by prosodic contour about the listener .8
- -

contribution to a conversation Fof listening responses,.
" the rule in the Black community was something like the

following (p. 117):

: »
"As the speaker ‘is mak&ng a p01nt if you hear'a

steep fall at the end of a phrase or if you hear a steep

. fall before the phrase is ending and then e tag before the /

speaker becomes s1lent, What you should do now-is-some

_-kind'of listening response."“ (Unless these conditions are

a

" ‘met, Yyou né@d'not provide a‘ listening response). ‘A

-sustained contour in itself does #ot necessitate a.

"esponse In contrast the white listeners believed

that a response was required 1n the case of either sharp

-

falling contour or sustained eontour at end of a phrase.

Different interpretations of ,these. intonational "cues"

“meant that the speaker and listener had oppOSite ideas

- about how the interview was proceeding.

'\

—-“While Erﬁikson nOEed differences between Blacks

and whites in interpreting intonation patterns most -/;)
.studies have focussed on distinctive aspects of prosody
in Blacks produced speech. A SpeClal style’ often !

mentioned is what Pitts (1982) called 'speeclr song' -

a preaching style used by Black ministers. 1In this

“:'.*"

. ._3.‘57
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style, he noticed not only a call and response pattern,

but also specific rhythmic: and melodic contours which

&

~changed in frequency according to the sequence and

"structure of the. sermon. Some of these features included R

tonal parallels accompanying lexical repetition,- extra

'.'_.’
R

duration, and 'phatics", e
Key.et al (1977) and-Key (1975) observed what they
thought were elements of Black preaching style in -

recorded cooperative narratives of Black children (1977

'193) .* Key described Black English, as spoken by these

children as syllable timed with a fairly even beat"

(l977 l87). However durational differences can also
be used to make syntactic diStinctions; in sentences

in which " morphological inflections are found, Key .
claimed "a silent pulse-beat" disambiguates potentially
homophonOus sentences. Key (1975: 87):cites these
euamples: "He'll st0p:it." he .(g4) stop it.

”He stopped it " he stop (¢) it.

~in which the zero 1is manifested on the surface by a

timing: difference Rhythmic patterns of such sentences

'should probably be examined more closely, since it is

unclear what the actual phonetic correlates of a "silent

“pulse—beat""(like those of the structuralists' juncture)

could be. | y
Tarone Gl973) compared the intonation of Black

adolescents and white adolescents in group conversations

358
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fd gith a white woman to?the recorded formal speech of a

L4

Black adult in an 1n@erview In transcrlptlonal
analyses, one of the most 1nterestlng"findings was a
contrad1ct1on of earlier work by Bengt Loman (1967).
Loman had reported/that Black Speakers used falllng
contours ﬁpr yes-no questlons but in her" informal
se581ons, Tarone found that level or rising contours
were:the rule in such questions. She attributes these
intonatfbnal difterences to;differences iﬁ'formality
-_of the recording contexts; Apparently ch1ldren do
use falllng contour for yes no questlons in formal ;
contexts and white listeners interp¥fet this as rudeness.
Other differences had to do wdth upper bound and
Arange of.pitch{_the Black adolescents' group discussion .
had the widest pitch range as well as more falsetto or
very high pltch | ‘
With. regard ‘to d1rection of p1tch change the Black
'teenagers used more level or;/ ris1ng contours than the
other speakers whose tone: patterns included mosgly

falling contours. ~Parallel pitch contours (such'as those

Pitts_described) were used in‘themconstructionwof;iﬁlghen
statements ratherithan léxical markerSQAt the beginning
of the respectlve‘clausés

The range of pitch used by young Black adults .
and effects of contextUal style were also investigated

in K- | laboratory study (Hudson and}{olbfook 1982). There

v

-~
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. were many more speakers than in any of the other studies

in this section (100 men and 100 women) Although

individuals differed, the mean values of DltCh were

'lower for Blacks than for whites as described by

L

) previous studies, however, forhreading-style, the ‘,

Black'speakers used a larger rangé than that reported

- for white speakers The Blacks reading”range-was

in turn less than that. of their spontaneous conversation

These laboratory measures lend support to the 1dea that

Black speakers are likely to- use;a wider pitch-range than -
whlteS But this is only a measure bf central tendency

with which many individugl factors - including the

" context and content of speech - doubtless interact.

The contribution of the various studies'on'Black

English spgakers 1s difficult to assess since they are

&
# 1

d1st1nct from 1n1tiql conception of the problem up to

the final conclusions. - Although some specific contours

‘have been mentioned which are associated with particular
 8yntactic or ritualistic structures, a unified set of

hypotheses about mﬁat "Black English influence" might

be ha§'not been forthcoming from these studies. At most,

'these studies suggest that further explorations of 4

prosodic repertoxre sho 1d be conducted in the Black
community of spec1al value would be studies Wthh
focus on contextual effects, .such as those d&tlined

in Tarone (1973), but through recordings of the same . oy

360 y




speakers infdifferent speecp'eVents (cf. ﬁaoov, Cohen
,anleobbins 1968) ., Additional stddies might bring'
forth more potentially;mis%nterpretable pairings of
prosody and s?ntacticd%orn{tlike'the yes/no.qoest}ons‘inb
.Tarone's.study) which could vary according to setting'
From the preceding review ‘one apparent dlfference
between Black speakerﬂ‘ and SpanlSh speakers would seem

to be ,in the range of pltoh in casual conversation:

descriptions of Spanish"speakers'point to.a narrow
range while both transcription and acoustic ana1y31s
.suggest that. Blacks may use a wider range However,
.Hudson'& Holbrook '(1982), whose recordlng conditions
seem 11ke1y to have’ produced very closely monitored
‘(1f spontaneous)speech report-mean F, range values fot

the Black speakers which are very 31milar to those

r.,,, o

- cited as "the aferage range" in speech science’
textbooks < about an octave, .Althoughqpitch—range

' differences between Spanish,speakers and Blacks couid
beltested in a laboratory experiment; in the many .
speech situations of daily life it may well oe"that what

" differs ls not. the actual pitch range but the uses to

hich the same mater1a1 is put, i.e., the distribution
of tonal or ‘fundamental frequency differences. " Only -

hints of ;@%h distrfbutional_differences are currently

available. ¢
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"APPENDIX R . Prosodic analysis of English spoken by
PuertO'Ric§n§;

\

An exploration of acoustic methods.
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Prosodic analysis of English spoken by Puerto Ricans:

!

A piﬁot exploration of acoustlc methods

. 1.0 ‘Introduction : ', ' o

From the review of the llterature presented in Sections

2-4 of this paper two parameters of interest for acoustic
measurement were identified in the prosody of speakers in
the Céntro's taped blllngual corpus

_j(l) Timing differences

,(25 Differential .use of'fundamehtal frequency, or-

pitch: |

'Although the attempt to examine these in this project was
unsuccessful, I include it here as:illustrationhof the .
problems which present themselves in acoustic analysis of
, natural data. ;d. |

Descriptlons-of Spanish speech rhythm usually state
that it is syllable timed however, attempts to get at
syllable-isochrony through acoustlc measurements have - j
yielded_éonflicting results, and the basic tfpology of.
stress- versus syLlable—timing has heenAChallenged (Cfr
Allen & Hawkins 1980) Nepertheless ‘on two particular
points about speech timing, most textbook descriptions
continue to say that Spanish and English have different
~ patkerns. These points concern: (a) durational differences.

betwaen stressed and unstressed syllLbles, and (b) orepausal

lengt ening of syllables, ‘ .
S 363 . S
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Most often cited with regard to the first point--.
differences due to stress -are the extensive measurements

-of Delattre (1966) in which a ratio of ‘stressed -to unstressed

N

_of 1.3 to 1 was reported for Spanish. Gili Gaya (1940)
found; that- stressed syllables mere'about 407'longer tban |
‘unstressed syllables using like Delattre, a redorded Spanish -
corpus in which the segmental content varied cons1derably |
'In English recorded texts, Klatt (l976 1209) found that
'"the_average (median) duration for a, stressed vowel is about
130 msec in connected discourse.. but the average duration
‘ for unstressed vowels, 1nclud1ng schwa is about .70 msec.
) Oller (1971) reported a English ratio of stressed/unstressed
~of 1.6 and Smlth (1978:45) c0ncluded that "the effect of _
stress on vowel duration in English appears to be substantial’
but somewhat variable, Estimates of intreases in duration
range from about 504907 " Regardless of the exact estlmate
most of these figures would gauge the effect of stress to
be measurably larger on English .syllables than on the

gcorresponding Spanish ones, on the average

In rega(d to the second specific dlfference——~ repausal.
lengthening—--Dalattre (1966 cited by’Pinkerton l9g€) found
lthat vowels in syllables before pause in Spanish were only :

h _— about 30 msec longer than_vowels in syllables in other

phrase positions. For English, Oller.(197l) found that =~

thi® effect could add 100mse¢ to a pre-pausal vowel'
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Summing up, ‘Smith (l978:44) observed; this constitutes ®
50-60% increments o6f final over non-final vowelsf"_ _'_
The status of pre-pausal lengthening in- Engllsh

~

as-a perceptual cue to. boundarles or utterance terminatlon

“hasioften been speculated upon. Although many 1anguages

show a very small increase in pre-pausal syllables (like

: Spanish), this small increment is believed by some
i : :

'phoheticians to be caused by universal constraints of the

-'vpc 1 mechanism; the large increments in English, it is

claimed, represent a grammaticalization of a universal-

phometic tendency (Pinkerton 1981). If it is true that

thig large'increment is used by English'listeners as a

perceptual ,cue to utterance termlnatlon then the fallure

'-of ﬂ second language speaker to produce it- could &onceivably

be cd?strued as a feature of "foreign accent." , b

Prev1ous studies of Spanlsh ESL students do appear

to show less pre pausal len°then1ng than in nat1ve Engllsh

speakers inkerton 1981), Also impre331onist1c reports

of syllabl ~t1m1ng in Puerto Rican speakers (Anisman l975)

- may rely tola certain extent on both sorts of‘t1m1ng

A {

.characteris 1cs,,perhaps “this group of English speakers

jis'simply mote variable.ln both stressed/unstressed dif-

\
Y
\

ferenceg'%ng n the extent of pre-pausal lengthening.
It is me hodologlcally a very thorny problem to get

at either of these timing differences through use of a’

' spontaneous speech corpus re\orded in the field. 1In part,

2 . - 3 . - 3 '




this has te do with 1ntervening noise or overlapping speech
it also stems from the difficulty of finding the same
syllable 1n different positions Given these difficulties,

the focus of timing measures was set at differences between

stressed and-unstressed syllables; at the outset, such
measurements seemed-the relatively'morelfeasible ones.
However one problem with such comparative measugements

" is that the duration of syllable-nuclei in both- Spanish and

Ld

" English may be influenced by a number of factprs. Among -
L these are: |

(l) Intrin31c vowel quality, Tenge vowels may
: . Dbe longer than lax.ones, everything else
- \ e ,\ : being equal (Lehiste 1970) ' .

L (2). Effects of consonantal env1ronment ~In T
\ , :English, vowels are quite a bit longer '
AV before tautosyllabic voiced obstruents . .
A I than they yare before the corresponding . \
voiceless gnes English listeners use '
such differences in perception of speech
. (Greenlee l978)
A\ - ' ~
.~ . (3)\ Number of syllables in the word, In polysyllabic
' - words$ in English, -the duration of syllables |
may be less the. more of them there are (Cf. |
Klatt 1976) ! i

* (4) Rate of sgeech Lehiste & Peterson (1960) found
' that im.English, an increase in speech rate -
s  Wwas generally manifested by shortening the
unstressed syllables, with the stressed ones -
: staying relatively the same. Thus measurements
.o on fast speech, all else being equal, would
_ ﬁb_v - be likely to show more stressed/unstressed
differences than in slow speech. The. manner
in which such rate increases are perceived .
in Spanish versus English is also a problematical .
issue (Cf P01nton 1980)

o D 366 o | o
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Unfortunately, the ﬁagnitude of these difficulties was |

i
I

not fully apparent until some speech had already been

|

‘selected and digltized and some prelimlnary measures carried
,lout (see Method Section)
In describing the actual aCOUSth measurements, 'he
tlming measures Wlll be discussed before those concerned
~with fundamental frequency differmnces, However, at this
‘point, it is appropriate to give a,preliminary description
of the relevant contrasts between,Spanish and English in
use-of this parameter, | {
In_reviewinghthe literature; some very specific
. questions about the use of fundamentdifrequency turned up,
—~ —particularly-as related to the syntax or semantics of

particular sorts of sentences‘(e;g., lists, contrastive

"stress'"). The only available acoustic 'study of Puerto

‘Rican Spanish (Kvavik l978:l§3ff).offered just suggestions
about potential dialect differences between this@variety

ld _ . and Mexican Spanish, finding that "the Puerto Rican (speaker)

1 appears qo use, semlrlses and falls.,.more than do the .
- Mexicans and has more 'level- sounding 'intonatiops than 7/
. they do." As mentioned above, this study was based on : I

only 49 seconds of recorded speech from a single 1nd1v1dual
Pedagoglcal works (such as Stockwell & Bowen 1965) (-

-~

and other desCriptive.treatments (e.g,, the various works

§": L . | ‘ _. 9




- speculation.
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1

of Navarro Tom4s) suggested that Spanish speakers, by.and T

large Eobviously a lot of variability is hiding here),

.tend to use a narrower range of fundamental frequency

~ variation than do Eng11sh Speakers Wlth regard to the

shape of the fundamental frequency contour contrastive

analys1s studies (such as that of Jones 1962) suggested

’that the maJor p01nt of pltch obtru31on in Spanish sentences

-may be more near the beginning of the sentence_than in

English sentences, a1th0ugh'individua1 utterances doubtless

+

vary considerably. For example, some research has suggestedﬁ

that yesAno questlons occasion a hlgher fundamental frequency

‘over the entire phrase from that in comparable dec1arat1ves

(Massone 1982). Given that little is known about what
semantic and discourse factors mlght affect such general'
contours or hou they might differ across dialects or
individuals,any potential statements are, at the moment ,

¥

Nevertheless it seemed that from the generallzatlons

‘made about the narrow F range in Spanlsh and the sparse

'm11terature on B1ack Engllsh use of pltch potential contrasts:

- N

were worth explorlng. Speolflcally, Black English casual

sbeech has been;described=as containing a wide range of

pitch (F maximum versus minimum) at least from 1lstener—
transcriber 1mpre331ons (Tarone 1973), This range has been

reported as subJectlvely greater than that of whites, ' #
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Given that all .of these basic statements arge subject =

to unkhown variation)_one might expect a person
English ie Spanish-igflhenced_ho show less pitch ra
than a speaker whose English was perceived as more similaf
to phacibf a Blaek English speaker, This.was the original
hypothesis exploredriﬁ acoustic analysis of two speakerg.
To-tecab, sﬁeeific.hxpotheses explored cbncerhing
aeqpstic.aifferenqes.in"th English ef'PuertQ Rican speakers

were:

(1) A speaker who appgars to bermore'Black English—

. i . . .
-sounding may show a greater range of Fo than a “speaker

whose Engiish appears ;o have a heavy Spanish accent,

(2) A Spanish-accented speaker will show less

difference betweeﬁ_stressed and unstressed syllable:VoweLs

than will a speakef whose English appears to be;more like

- that of a native New Yorker,

R ' C ?
¥ . 4

2.0 Methods

After listening to several tapes, it was decided to

-select for analysis those portions recorded as part of

the interﬁiew not because this situation is ideal socio-

Lingulstically, but because it was generally the least -

'%%01sy and - the. one whlch.all speakers ‘shared. Since prosodic

characteristlcs are somewhat easler to measure 1n male

speakers ~on1y men's speech was analyzed from the Centro's .

-

.13
corpus. :
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At first the focus was on the four speakers whose
spgech is analyzed transcriptlonally ih Section 5 of the
paper . Passages in English and Spanlsh were examined
with the follOW1ng criteria in mind: the.passage should
~come from relatively continuous talk should.be as noise- ~:~‘ l,)*
' _. free as poss1ble and should be more or less representat1Ve

| of the speech of - the person during the 1nterv1ew leen

the d1ff1cult1es -in meeting all these criteria with the

naturally occuring data and the complex1ty of the ac0u§t1c

analys1s which was to be performed T dec1ded to focus on g .
- 7 the two speakers whose demographic and speech characteristfcs
. seemed the most d1fferent Franco and Cap1tan A contraaF "o ‘43“

-4

between these speakers would const1tute a- comparlson of :“,~ j s

" extremes, and if: the acoustic analys1s failed to show7 . 59

relevant differgnces between these two speakers, ‘it

“probably. was not worth pursuing, at least not along‘the

same lines.” =~ . | C o o -

o . EN

. . , . - ;
- -~ . . . . ) . H -
_ . W Tt

" 2.1 Procedures 'Through”the generous cooperation of

William Labov. director of the University'of Pénnsylvania-
Linguistlcs Laboratory and with extens1ve help from David - 3 51‘
Graff a,graduate,student and programmer 1n ‘the Lab T ‘*1A
‘was able to use ILS»programs to digitize segments of English’

e | speech to. be used for durationfand'Fd_measuresl' ILS

: ’ -
routines were used to record, play back, analyze speech

-
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the 31gnal and to the low samplin0 frequency,

Although in the beginnlng, such a computer convers1on

v £

', seemed advantageous, since the same, rather long files’

N . . ~ B ’
o ~ . -

could be analiged'along-sevgfal parameters and the data
'storéd\en disk segmentation from wave- -forms and’ extraction

iof F information in c gjunction with segmental 1nformation

"proged to be fairly ‘arduous.” - For some types of segments,
[ : -

'hwaye forms s1mply do not present enough v1sual 1nformation-

- o

" for reliable segmentation Ce. g distinguish;ng between
; \

~

- vowels and sonorant COnsonants Cf Ladefoged 1982), During

“the summer the program for playing back recorded’ files

I g » B

wﬁ% modified so that segmentation could be accomplished

s .

ewhile hearing. specich marked, portions of the recorded

[ »

~'-—form ) From stening to those portions of the wave-

ﬁuvmow time"w1ndow it bas possible to faci

: ?“somewhat al;hough difficultles remained due te/nolse in

ch-reduced

o

'overall %pectral information C

'

; .
“In recording speech for a alys1s “the sampling frequency

'"hag heenm et low in order ‘to ga n more length in the portions

O

-whidh could .be analyzed at once | At the time the files -

A

were recogﬁedk WQF sampling frequency and length of files

were connected in’ Such a way. tha} three seconds of speech
Y -W' .

"GouLd be sampled using a frequency of ngﬁxhertz which,
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effectively cuts out ‘information about the high frequency

sounds (fricatives) but allows for analy31s of F contour.

-

; ﬁgr extraction of fundamental frequency from the
digitizZed speech“files one of the algorithms in the ILS

.package' from the SIF routire was- used (Ct, ' Graff 1982) .
, .
A separate program was wrltten by David Graff to print

-

out F values-for files vert1calfy on. -an over51ze computer

L
page. Fundamentalﬂfrequency was sampled every 1Q msec =
~ and printed out. From these readouts, pitch contours were

a

hand-plotted. -+ After segmentation of the waveé- forms the
pitch data were matched with the .consonant, vowel, and -

'syllable durations. Again, the matching was .done by~

-
.A

hand, making it quite tedious.
L .

A total of 70 files were digi’-zted on the ILS system

and .pitch data were printed out i he vertical pattern

\
destribed above, - . - . R ‘ -
- ~'7 R - ' o .
SN - . I .
k e ) . i
3.0 : Results - :
. 3% Timing measures ‘b“ ST
'P\ *0 4 » ] ] ‘.
v » . Impressionistically, Franco and Capltan s

‘ speech rate differs-con31derably,,and this was borne

=, L 8

Out by the difficulty in oapturing 3 seconds of Franco"s
,..speech wifﬁout breaking . the.utterance in the middlg of -

a-syliahle; Frénconseems to be orating, with 1onger

‘ .

’continoué.speggh than Capitén whose utterances in the

” chosén passage‘wgr& generally Quite short Among~those'

. "“ T ‘ / Lo © U

K . -;. %» | ':137{2 . n-”éi"

L

-

s
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,'veriables whose effect can ﬁot'be’fullyvgaugea in this

éxploration, then, we would have to include those connected

with speech rate differences.

~ ) : * . N 7
‘Before any quantification of.vowel durations -in the

——

twe speaker's passages are presented 1t should be emphaSLZed

~

_that the two sets of data were not equally ;nalyzable

unknown margin of error, Preliminary durational data

Inﬁpartlcular,.capltan p:] tape waquulte noisy, which
introduced some unresolvable problems of segmentation

!
as well as con31derab1e dlfflcg}tles in determy%?ng F

(see below). leen this factor as well as those mentioned

above; durations are likely to include quite a large and

is presented 'in the interests of breadth'-but thie MUST
not be con31dered without taking along with it the
llmitatlons of the analytlc technlques

Table 1 presents some very tentative valees for ' L

stressed and umstressed syllable ypwel\durations for ’ |

the two,speaﬁérs.'

Table 1 .

‘ Tentative duration data on vowels in stressed and un-
stressed syllables for two speakers :

Capiltén ' Franéo
_ - Unstressed .Stressed- Unstressed Stresséd
N 21 13 19 27
Mean¥*¥* 103.3 - 129.2 . 85.8 129,3
A . - o .
‘Standard ~ 406.3 7 43,1 45.9. 55.6
Deviation - - - A '

*This represents a prelimary computation |
**Vowels in pre-pausal syllables were not included

73
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As Table 1 shows, the two speakers have somewhat

s1mi1ar values for the stressed vowels, but differ on the

'shortening of unstressed ones. However,_given the tentative

~ nature of these data, the large standard deviations and

the extremely small N's, especially for vowels which ‘

themselves Gary-in intrinsic duration, the validity of

" data in Table l'may-be limited indeed.

There are several ‘ways. the generalizability or
validity of timing data could be, 1mproved - One way was "
puggested by Dav1d Graff and was discussed brlefly with
W. Labov: selection of trlsyllabic sequences 4 which the
pattern was S- w W (strong- weak weak) in terms of sentence

accent, e.g. bit of the or within a 1ex1ca1 1tennvu ni-ty.
.8 W W SW W

. Taking such sequences could he1p in reduc1ng variation

due to pos1t10n (with respect to stress), and such:patterns

represent .instances of extreme duration reduction in most

studies of native English speakers (e, g Umeda i974*

Klatt 1976). . In exploring the fea81bility of thlS suggestlon

all of the potentlal candidates of this pattern were searched

in Franco and Capitan's data, AlthOugh Capitén s data is

" not ideal, Hhe produces.more.English of a continous nature;-

than any of the other;speakers'judged to'be'Spanish "dominant"

‘in the corpus. In fact the number of non nofo, pre-

pausal sequences of this pattern was so small that it

seemed very likely to be beset by ¢he same problems of .
. B . . m .
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variability as the tentative ‘measures reported in Table 1.

l - Although the objective of this_pilqt stﬁdy was ot |
‘to collect more data, but toﬁpursuefqnestions of interest.
in the cbrpns already collecéed, the relevant acod;;ic
.questiens; in this writer's éninion, merit systematic¢data
collection for the purpose of phonoiogical anaiysis.

'_Several phbneticians<consulted informally urged sueh
collection because'ofathe potential interest ef.timing
as a typoldgical as well as a sociolinguistic phenomenon.
The ideal situation for such'analysis would he a
combination of speech production and speech_perdeption
techniques Fdrﬂexample Puerto_Riean_sneakers of
'h_ English could be recorded, as well as %&ack speakers,

'and\w%’te New- Yorkérs reading the same tekt"'If-the

u\phonetic cqntent of the text were controlled for its

T

A,

,i;_\glgase of segMenQatidn there are ‘a number of questions -

B I ot
=ﬁTfWhich ceuid be\posed of the data er example, if stress

andnunstressed vowel duraulons and pre-pausal lengthenlng

)

.N”abonatOry speeqh could be determined It ‘would

Were measure the exact dimen31dns of dlfferences in

.instrnctive having thpse measurements in hand, to ask’
inhﬁ 1isteners t? determi?e which (of selegted passages)-
were syllablgatimed or which stress- t1med to determine

if there is any relationship in fact between the impression

4+

of stress or syllable timing and the acoustic data.

_ o~ Ay

.
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_ﬁt*is also possible to filter suchﬁapegch sO as to remove

the segmental material while leavin F, and timing data

Intact. It would be interesting ”o.see if a trained

‘1isteher could reliably pick out the different varieties,

of speech based’solely'on the suprasegmental data and not
on hints provided by pronunciatfon of individual segments.
. Another potential %ay to approachﬁsuch differences
would be to englneer casual speech recorded under ideal
condltlons and compare speech timing varlables of the

three types of speakers in their casual speech in comparison

-

to that recorded while reading. , S . -

In the course of’ review1ng work on Spanish and’ Engllsh
timing and of carrying out the prellmlnary analyses

reported here the paradoxical nature of t1m1ng in speech

production and in speech perception was brought out. e

It seems 11kely that thlS is not only a phonetlc/ohonologlcal
effect, but also one which has sociolinguistic cornsequences,

As Householder pointed out (1957-244), listeners lis!en

with é bias which makes them "hear things that aren't

there",but acoustic analysis can only measure '"all those

factors which induce us to hear what isn'€ there." 1In

further work on timing variatien, a combination of

’

production and perception data would significantly enhance -

‘the knowledge about how the illusion is created and persists.

37
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3.2 Fundamental frequency measures
@

The main_question consideredpin analysis of F
" concerned the range of pitch variation_compared”across'
the two speakers. Ap described in the Procedures sectlon,~
F values were*prlnted vertically as extracted through an
1LS program ‘and later these values were plotted by hand
It was during thlS latter stage that it became, obvious that
values,for Capltan were spur;ous. The plots contained \
| some very odd jumps upnand down in pitch, including soﬁe'
pr1nted for sections in which Capltén was not soeaklng
at all. 1t turned out that Capltan s tape not only contalned
n01se, but the noise had harmonic components, SO that
the pitch extraction algorithm was censidering the noise
"along with the' speech in picking ‘out fundamental frequency.
This prohlem meant that English pitch data was available -
for only one of the two speakers‘ Franc0' | | |
B Franco s fundamental frequency on non- stressed .
syllables was usually between 100 and 120 The valueﬁ
'recorded for range of pltCh over a sentence are Darallel
to those Hudson &'Holbrook‘(l982:25)‘recorded in
Spontaneous (laboratory) speech of Black -aduylts. Their_ ;
male talkers showed a ‘mean range of 80- 166Hz, with a
mean fundamental frequency of 108Hz. Franco's fundamental
frequency #s within the area they outlined and over’the

. i , .
course of a phrase, the méan difference Franco used

v ' .
.
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Alg. ’(about 80 Hz, .with a standard dev1atf0n of 32 9 Hz) is ol !
05 simllar to the range they found with many more speakers o
Figure 1 shows some representatlve contours from

g gsgnco S f11es (N%te that these are not drawn to scale,
4 Inbut only free- hand' plotted contours are extremely _',‘r
_large and w0u1d need to be scaled down, ) .The Main ut111ty
of these contours would be as conflrmation for the e .
1mpre331on1stic transcrlptlonal data reported in Sectlon
5 of the. paper, <:;s'1n the d1scus31on of t1m1ng varlables
it¥is valuable to have nﬁt only the data: from speakers -~ )

_produced acoustic trace, but also to know ‘how the. actual

acoustic dlfferences match or d1sagree Wth those that

Strpm e

11steners percelve As Ladd explalns (L98@ 134) :
o ."Lingulstlc phenomena, . are both phys1cal dand cogn1t1ve. ‘
An intonatlon contour 1eav1ng[a speaker S Vocal tract -

. 1s a phys1ca1 event, fair game for a machine ~ But the
b \
: perceptlon of the contOur by a listener is a cognltlve

~event., " which_ls not .measurable by the same means,

a
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Flgure 1

RepresentatiVe fundamental fr

equenéy contours in Franco's
English sample* : S

\ - ' T

.- T

1. Approxtmate contour for one summary statemens\in Francp\s data,

160 o

LT " lotta Puerto Ricas are brain washed;

' ' e » s ,'
2. The large’rise on gwn followed by the fall is qulte strlklng
to the listener and se

ems to 1nd1cate emphasis

169

120 -

‘we could ‘h a vie our o wn gover n;ﬁ ent
« 3. An example of what leerman & Sag (1974) have called the
: contradlctlon contour

.

163

115—"

, ' we're not dum -
5. . ’ ’

g
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4.0 Summary an conclusicns’ from acoustic analyses

=

Although the original questions posed by this
exploratory study would be relevant ;p soc1011nguist1c
las well as purely phonetic descrlptlons of Puerto Rican
pEnglish;‘the results were not'sufficiently clear to say
- what distinctive fundamental frequency-and timing
vcharaeteristiCS in demographibally different'speakers
might be. - ; E ) .
| In part, this was due to a mlsmatch between the type
and amount of data avallable’ and to the analytic techniques.
which were very sensitive to variation, both from noise in
the signal and other linguistic factors which were |
uncontrollea. |

Although the planned comparisons were in fact not
fully completed for fundamentalvtrequency).theﬂmatch or
mismatch between the acoustic and transcriptiongl analysis
'for Franco would makeﬂfer a wqrthWhile mete-analytie
stndy{-i.e.,_dees intonation from the spebker's point off
view mateh that of the hearer's (or 1inguist;e)7

Finally, to investigate the relevant prosodlc vdriables
from an acoustic point of view further data collection
Would be-lneecapable. Slnce tlming in partlcular is
effected by so meny variables, uhless “he recording context
is éarefnlly engineeredl the phonetic basis for impressiens‘

like syllable ~timing versus stress-timing may remain as

, obscur& as they are at present.

?. '. ; C - 538():
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